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Response to Letter L001 (Janet Bibby, Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, July 13, 2007) 

L001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) appreciate Mariposa County’s interest 
in the High-Speed Rail Program. 

L001-2 
The Authority and FRA understand the importance of the Bay Area to 
Central Valley alignment decisions to Mariposa County and to the 
entire State of California, and have given considerable thought to 
this decision. 

L001-3 
A review of the public comments received on the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIS) shows that there are numerous supporters and opponents 
for both the Altamont and the Pacheco Pass alternatives, as 
summarized in the following paragraphs. 

Based on public comments, the Altamont Pass supporters include the 
cities of Oakland, Union City, and Atwater; the town of Atherton; the 
counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Mariposa, and Kern; the 
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley; the San Joaquin 
Regional Policy Council; Sacramento Area Council of Governments; 
San Joaquin County Council of Governments; Tulare County 
Association of Governments; Altamont Commuter Express (ACE); 
California Department of Parks and Recreation; California 
Environmental Coalition; California State Parks Foundation (CSPF); 
Planning and Conservation League (PCL); Sierra Club; Grassland 
Water District; Grassland Resources Conservation District; Grassland 
Conservation, Education & Legal Defense Fund; California Outdoor 
Heritage Alliance; Bay Rail Alliance; Transportation Involves 
Everyone (TIE); San Joaquin COG Citizens Advisory Committee; 
Tracy Region Alliance for a Quality Community; Ducks Unlimited; 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF); 
California Rail Foundation (CRF); Defenders of Wildlife; Regional 

Alliance for Transit (RAFT); Citizens’ Committee to Complete the 
Refuge; Train Riders Association of California (TRAC); and a number 
of members of the public representing themselves. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who expressed concern in their public comments 
regarding potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge by HST 
alternatives via the Altamont Pass using a Dumbarton Crossing.  
These include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC); U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS); Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge; Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna 
Eshoo, and Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel 
Maldanado; Assembly member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; San 
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans); San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority (TA); Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint 
Powers Board (JPB); San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose 
Chamber of Commerce; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; the City of 
San Jose; the City of Oakland; and Don Edwards (Member of 
Congress, 1963-1995).  The East Bay Regional Park District has 
raised concerns in regards to potential impacts on nine regional 
parks, in particular the Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau regional 
parks, and the Alameda Creek Regional Train between Pleasanton 
and Niles Junction for Altamont Pass alternatives.  In addition, the 
City of Fremont opposes the Altamont Pass, and the City of 
Pleasanton does not support the Altamont Pass but remains “open” 
to terminating Altamont alternatives in Livermore.  The MTC and 
Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty also support the 
investigation of Altamont Pass alternatives terminating in Livermore.  

The Pacheco Pass public comment supporters include the MTC, the 
cities of San Francisco, San Jose, Redwood City, Fremont, Morgan 
Hill, Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Gilroy, and Salinas; the counties of San 
Francisco, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and Monterey; Congress 
members Lofgren, Honda, Eshoo, and Lantos; Assembly member 
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Beale; State Senators Alquist and Maldanado; the San Francisco 
County Transportation Agency; the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA); Caltrain JPB; SamTrans; TA; Monterey County 
Transportation Agency; Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency; Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty; the San Jose, 
the Redwood City, and the San Mateo County Chamber of 
Commerce; the Silicon Valley Leadership Group; and a number of 
members of the public representing themselves. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who have expressed concern in their public comments 
regarding potential impacts on the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) 
and/or the uninhabited portions of the Pacheco Pass by HST 
alternatives via the Pacheco Pass.  These include the USFWS, 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Grassland Water District, 
Grassland Resources Conservation District, Grassland Conservation, 
Education & Legal Defense Fund, Ducks Unlimited, California 
Outdoor Heritage Alliance, California Waterfowl Association, 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Citizens’ Committee to 
Complete the Refuge, Bay Rail Alliance, CRF, CSPF, Defenders of 
Wildlife, PCL, RAFT, Sierra Club, TRAC, and TRANSDEF.  California 
Department of Parks and Recreation raised concerns regarding 
potential impacts on State Parks and reserve resources through the 
Pacheco Pass.  In addition, the town of Atherton opposes use of the 
Caltrain Corridor between San Jose and San Francisco and the City 
of Millbrae has raised concerns regarding potential impacts through 
the City of Millbrae.  

Regarding HST route miles, the Altamont Pass alternative serving 
both San Jose and San Francisco would be shorter by some 64 miles 
compared to the Pacheco Pass alternative serving both San Jose and 
San Francisco, although the Altamont Pass Alternative would result 
in fewer trains serving San Jose and San Francisco.  Specifically, for 
this Altamont Pass alternative, some of the trains would travel south 
to San Jose and while some would cross the Bay into San Francisco, 
thus reducing the train frequencies to each of these urban areas. 

Please also note that express travel times between Los Angeles and 
San Francisco are very similar for the two alternatives.  As noted in 

the Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary:  “Express train travel times 
from San Francisco to Los Angeles vary by 2 minutes between the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass network alternatives, assuming a 
new Bay Crossing at Dumbarton for the Altamont Pass.” (page S-
12). 

Regarding ridership, the ridership and revenue forecasts done by 
MTC in partnership with the Authority concluded that both the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass network alternatives have high 
ridership and revenue potential.  While additional forecasts with 
different assumptions may result in somewhat different results, the 
bottom-line conclusion is expected to remain the same and therefore 
ridership is not a major factor in differentiating between the 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

In terms of service to Modesto and Stockton, the HST system 
approved at the conclusion of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
includes corridors and stations for HST service through the entire 
Central Valley from southern California to Sacramento, regardless of 
the Preferred Alternative selected for the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please note that the Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative would 
provide service to downtown Merced.  Whether HST service is 
provided via Altamont Pass or Pacheco Pass, the Authority Board has 
stated its intent to serve the entire Central Valley. 

Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area, and has stated its intent to subsequently add 
service to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the 
Board-adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track 
from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recognizes the desire of the full Central Valley to be 
served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative serving as the primary north/south alignment between 
southern and northern California, the Authority has also 
recommended that additional improvements be made in the 
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Altamont Corridor in concert with regional partners, and 
correspondingly, the Authority has agreed to pursue additional high-
speed rail bond funds for such improvements. 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, would need to define the priorities for such improvements.  
The Authority is pursuing a partnership with “local and regional 
agencies and transit providers” to propose and develop a joint-use 
(Regional Rail and HST) infrastructure project in the Altamont Pass 
corridor—as advocated in MTC’s recently approved “Regional Rail 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area.”   

Rather than compete with other commuter rail, the Preferred 
Pacheco Pass alternative is strongly supported by the Caltrain JPB, 
which views the HST service as a major improvement to overall rail 
service in the Caltrain Corridor with the development of a fully 
grade-separated, electrified, four-tack system.  The HST system is 
viewed as an adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully supportive and 
complementary service.  MTC supported use of the Caltrain Corridor 
for HST service, recognizing that HST service between Fremont and 
San Jose would be competitive with the Capital Corridor commute 
service and with the proposed Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 
extension from Warm Springs into San Jose. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L001-4 
The Merced hearing was held on August 30, and two additional 
public hearings were added in Stockton and in Sacramento.  Thus, in 
addition to the urban centers of San Jose, San Francisco, and 
Oakland, hearings were held in the communities of Livermore, 
Gilroy, Merced, Stockton, and Sacramento. 

L001-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that the southern section of the HST 
system offers unique challenges and that all of the populations 
centers along the HST routes have a stake in the statewide HST 
alignments. 

L001-6 
With the exception of the Bay Area to Central Valley, the Authority 
Board has determined the alignments for the statewide system, and 
these decisions followed an extensive public outreach and 
environmental review process.  For the reasons identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, including responses to comments in this 
letter, the Pacheco Pass Alternative has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. Please also refer to Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L002 (Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo, August 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L002 (Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo, August 21, 2007) 

L002-1 
Per the California Public Records Act and in response to this request, 
the Authority has made available all reports, analyses, memoranda, 
studies, plans, correspondence, electronic mail messages, notes, and 
other documents related to the evaluation of the potential impacts of 
the Henry Miller (UPRR and BNSF) alignments and the GEA North 
alignment.  Per the letter, the materials provided excluded 
correspondence from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo and 
excluded documents provided to the Authority as part of the 
GWD’s/GRCD’s December 15, 2006, scoping comments. 

L002-2 
The Authority responded to this California Public Records Act 
request. 
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Comment Letter L003 (Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Mayor, September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L003 (Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Mayor, September 17, 
2007) 

L003-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Mayor Newsom’s support for the 
HST project in California. 

L003-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
consistent with Mayor Newsom’s letter.  The Pacheco Pass 
Alternative through San Jose and along the Caltrain Corridor to the 
Transbay Transit Center is the Preferred Alternative.  The Caltrain 
JPB support of the Pacheco Pass alignment is included in this volume 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS (see Comment Letter L026). 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L003-3 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the funding included in San 
Francisco’s Proposition K to extend Caltrain to the Transbay Transit 
Center, which is the northern terminus for the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA appreciate the resolution passed by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors supporting the HST program.  The 
Authority and FRA acknowledge Mayor Newsom’s support for a 
statewide bond measure in November of 2008. 
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Comment Letter L004 (Marshall Kamena, City of Livermore, September 1, 2007) 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-11

 

Comment Letter L004 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L004 (Marshall Kamena, City of Livermore, September 1, 2007) 

L004-1 
The Authority and FRA recognize the importance of the Tri-Valley 
area’s role in the region’s transportation’s network and are aware of 
the Tri-Valley Policy and Technical Advisory committees.  The 
Authority and FRA are pleased that we were able to hold public 
hearings on the Draft Program EIR/EIS throughout Northern 
California, including the Livermore public hearing.  The Authority 
appreciates the opportunities provided to it to meet with the 
committees. 

L004-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the Policy Advisory Committee’s 
public input. 

L004-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Tri-Valley PAC’s concerns 
regarding right-of-way takes and aerial structures through 
Pleasanton.  These concerns played a role in the selection of the 
Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L004-4 
The Authority and FRA have made a concerted effort to coordinate 
the HST Program with the Regional Rail Planning undertaken by the 
MTC.  Joint scoping/public meetings were held at the outset of the 
HST Program EIR/EIS, and the Authority participated as a member 
of the management team for the Regional Rail Plan, along with MTC, 
BART, and the Caltrain JPB/SamTrans. 

The Authority has transmitted to BART the PAC’s recommendation 
for a continued and prompt evaluation of a BART extension to 
Isabel/Stanley, Greenville, and beyond. 

L004-5 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the PAC’s recommendation for 
express HST service through Pacheco Pass and regional overlay 
service through the Altamont Pass.  This recommendation is 
consistent with the Authority recommendation for the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS is for Pacheco Pass, and the Authority has initiated a 
process to work with the region to evaluate and pursue regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor to address the important 
travel demand in this corridor. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L004-6 
The Authority and FRA agree that the right-of-way requirements and 
the need for aerial structures would be less and the impacts would 
correspondingly be reduced for commuter rail improvements through 
the Altamont Pass compared to an HST system along this corridor. 

L004-7 
The Authority and FRA, in concert with our regional partners, will 
continue to look for opportunities to serve all major markets in 
northern California.  

L004-8 
The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS is 
for Pacheco Pass, and the HST bond funds, as currently defined, 
would first be applied to this Preferred Alternative, consistent with 
the Authority-adopted phasing plan. 

The Authority will pursue state HST bond funds, in concert with its 
regional partners, for regional rail/HST improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor, as identified by the region. 
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L004-9 
The entire HST system will need to be developed as incremental 
improvements, as shown in the Authority adopted phasing plan.  
Additionally, should funding for improvements in the Central Valley 
(north of Merced) and in the Altamont Corridor (as identified by the 
regional stakeholders) be added to the HST bond or identified from 
other sources, these improvements clearly could come before the 
development of the Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment. 
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Comment Letter L005 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, September 17, 2007 ) 
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Response to Letter L005 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, September 17, 2007 ) 

L005-1 
The public comment period was extended from September 28 to 
October 26, 2007. 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-16

 

Comment Letter L006 (Susan Frost, City of Livermore, September 28, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L006 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L006 (Susan Frost, City of Livermore, September 28, 2007) 

L006-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the City of Livermore’s 
endorsement and encouragement for high-speed rail as a regional 
and statewide transportation option. 

L006-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s role as a 
responsible agency and as a participating member of the Tri-Valley 
technical and policy groups.  The Authority and FRA appreciate the 
opportunities that we have had to work with these groups. 

L006-3 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative for the HST 
system in this Final EIS/EIR, and project-level preliminary 
engineering and environmental review will be performed by the 
Authority and FRA for this Preferred Alternative, which would not 
traverse the City of Livermore.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the Preferred Alternative. 

L006-4 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s concerns 
regarding right-of-way requirements and the impacts of aerial 
structures.  These concerns played a role in the identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also refer to 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s support 
for the “hybrid” alternative, with HST in the Pacheco Pass and 
regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Pacheco Pass 
has been identified as the HST Preferred Alternative, and the 
Authority is in the process of working with the regional partners and 
stakeholders to plan and pursue regional rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor. 

The Authority and FRA agree that regional rail improvements would 
have lower levels of right-of-way impacts and would require fewer 
sections of aerial alignment, if any.  The Authority and FRA agree 
that regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor could be 
developed in such a way as to provide for higher speed commuter 
rail in this corridor. 

L006-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the support for continued studies 
on this project. 

L006-6 
References to the City of Livermore’s General Plan are now dated 
2003 in this Final Program EIR/EIS (page 3.7-36). 

L006-7 
Please see Response to Comment L006-3.  HST improvements are 
not proposed for the City of Livermore, so additional environmental 
review will not be performed as part of the HST Program.  Regional 
Rail improvements in this corridor would undergo their own 
environmental review. 

L006-8 
Additional ridership and revenue analysis will be done as part of 
future project-level analysis. 

Substantial analysis has already been undertaken regarding the 
“effectiveness of attracting ridership” for different network, 
alignment, and station alternatives, including those that could 
potentially pass through Livermore on an Altamont Pass alignment.  
These analysis results have been included in summary comparative 
fashion in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The forecasting process and 
results have been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports that are posted on the Authority’s web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 
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These reports have been available at this location throughout the 
public comment period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L006-9 
Please see Response to Comment L006-7. 
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Comment Letter L007 (Charles Rivasplata, City and County and San Francisco, Planning Department, September 
21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L007 (Charles Rivasplata, City and County and San Francisco, Planning Department, September 
21, 2007) 

L007-1 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of San Francisco 
Planning Department’s support for HST to downtown San Francisco 
at the Transbay Transit Center, with direct links to other transit 
carriers.     

The Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, consistent with the Planning Department’s 
letter.  One reason for this selection is the opportunity to use the 
existing Caltrain Corridor for high-speed service, in concert with a 
regional commuter rail system providing more local service and 
feeding the statewide HST system. 

Connections of the major population centers in the region on one 
HST line (with no splitting of the line and decrease in train 
frequencies) played a role in the selection of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L008 (Fred Diaz, City of Fremont, September 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L008 (Fred Diaz, City of Fremont, September 25, 2007) 

L008-1 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and in this letter from the 
City of Fremont, aerial structures are expected to be necessary along 
the Altamont alignment in the City of Fremont west of the Niles 
Canyon tunnel.  The aerial segments would be needed due to the 
narrow rail rights-of-way in the City of Fremont.  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS notes that portions of this aerial alignment would be 
adjacent to the Fremont local commercial center and to residential 
areas in the Centerville area.  As noted in the letter, the tunnel 
option through Fremont would have higher capital costs along with 
aerial segments and associated impacts.   

  

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Fremont’s support 
for the Pacheco Pass Alternative with an East Bay extension, which, 
as indicated in the letter, would have fewer impacts on the City of 
Fremont. 

The City of Fremont’s support for the Pacheco Pass Alternative and 
opposition to the Altamont Pass alternatives played a role in the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L008-2 
The City of Fremont will be notified of future planning activities and 
pending actions for the HST system. 
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Comment Letter L009 (Mark Green, City of Union City, September 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L009 (Mark Green, City of Union City, September 25, 2007) 

L009-1 
As noted in the Draft Program EIS/EIR, capital cost estimates for 
the various network alternatives vary, depending on the 
alignments included and the urban centers served.  As stated in 
the Summary: 

Capital costs for the HST Network Alternatives range from $6.0 
billion for Altamont Pass Union City terminus—the shortest 
network alternative—to $20.4 billion for a combination of the 
Altamont and Pacheco Network options with service to all three 
urban centers—the longest network alternative.  The average 
cost per mile ranges from $37.5 million for a Pacheco Pass 
alternative terminating at San Jose to $74.3 million for a 
Pacheco Pass alignment serving San Francisco and Oakland 
with a new transbay tube. 

The highest costs per mile are for the network alternatives that 
include a new San Francisco Bay crossing in a tube or a bridge.  
Network alternatives that include a new transbay tube 
between Oakland and San Francisco exhibit costs per mile of 
between $61.4 and $74.3 million.  Network alternatives that 
include a new bridge crossing of the Bay near Dumbarton 
exhibit costs between $54.0 and $62.6 million per mile.  (page 
S-11) 

Thus, some Altamont Pass network alternatives cost less than 
Pacheco Pass network alternatives, and vice versa.  For example, 
the Altamont Pass Network Alternative serving both San 
Francisco and San Jose is estimated to cost more to build ($12.7 
billion) than the Pacheco Pass Alternative serving these same 
urban centers ($12.4 billion); while the Altamont Pass Network 
Alternative serving all three urban centers (San Francisco, 
Oakland, and San Jose), assuming a bridge over the San 
Francisco Bay, is estimated to cost less ($15.1 billion) than the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative serving all three centers ($16 
billion). 

Although the least costly of the network alternatives, the 
Authority and FRA have determined that the Altamont Pass 

network alternative that terminates in Union City fails to meet 
the Project’s purpose and need because it does not provide 
direct HST service to San Francisco, Oakland, or San Jose (the 
major Bay Area cities), nor does it provide interface with the 
major commercial airports.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Altamont Pass 
Network Alternatives are less costly to operate, assuming the 
same number of trains.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS: 

The cost to operate and maintain an HST system varies 
proportionately with the length of the network and the 
frequency of the service to be provided.  For the comparison 
presented in this document, the frequency of trains serving the 
Bay Area was kept consistent between the network 
alternatives considered.  The systemwide operating and 
maintenance (O&M) costs are the lowest for the Altamont Pass 
network alternatives, ranging from $1.07 to $1.12 billion per 
year, because of the substantially shorter length for 
Sacramento to Bay Area services.  The systemwide O&M costs 
for the Pacheco Pass network alternatives are approximately 
$80 million per year more than the Altamont Pass network 
alternatives serving the same markets. 

The Altamont Pass network alternatives would require the 
system to split in two separate directions to serve both San 
Jose and San Francisco given a constant number of trains.  
This decreases the frequency of service from other markets in 
the state to these stations by a factor of two, as compared to 
network alternatives using the Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives. (page S-11) 

Both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives would allow for 
phasing of the system. 

The Altamont Pass alternatives would provide for good 
interconnection at the Union City intermodal station, as 
recognized in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and 
FRA note that this interconnection would also be possible, should 
the Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative be extended at a future 
date from San Jose to Union City or up to Oakland. 
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A number of factors need to be considered when comparing the 
environmental impacts of the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives.  As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, both 
network alternatives would potentially result in significant 
environmental impacts, even with mitigation strategies 
incorporated.  Both alternatives are in areas that have 
undergone human change, either through the development of 
buildings or transportation facilities or through ranching, 
farming, or other agricultural activities.   

The Authority and FRA note that the alignments for both 
alternatives were located to minimize impacts on both the built 
and natural environments. 

The Pacheco Pass network alternative identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS serves both San 
Francisco and San Jose; minimizes impacts on wetlands, water 
bodies, and the environment; and minimizes construction issues 
associated with a San Francisco Bay crossing, which can lead to 
delay and cost escalation. 

The Preferred Alternative best serves the connection between 
northern and southern California, with the greatest potential 
frequency and capacity, superior connectivity between the South 
Bay and southern California, and fewer potential intermediate 
stops.  It fully uses the Caltrain Corridor and is consistent with 
the Authority’s adopted phasing strategy.  Much of the Bay Area 
(MTC, City of San Francisco, cities along the San Francisco 
Peninsula, City of San Jose, the South Bay, and Monterey Bay 
area) strongly supports the Pacheco Pass with HST service on 
the Caltrain Corridor to San Francisco. 

The Altamont Pass network alternatives that require a new 
transbay tube to serve San Francisco would have high potential 
environmental impacts on aquatic and sensitive resources and 
considerable construction issues.  These alternatives would have 
more than 38 acres of potential direct impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay and other water bodies and more than 33 acres of 
potential direct impacts on wetlands, 70% of that occurring in 
the area of the Bay.  The Altamont Pass network alternatives 

that require an elevated Bay crossing along the Dumbarton 
corridor to serve San Francisco would have even greater 
potential environmental impacts.  These alternatives would also 
impact the nationally recognized Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge.  The network alternatives crossing at 
this location would result in more than 39 acres of potential 
direct impacts on the Bay and other water bodies and up to 
46.3 acres of potential direct impact on wetlands, 73% occurring 
in the area of the Bay.  For any alternatives that include a new 
Bay crossing, extensive coordination would be required with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal 
Commission.  Proposed facilities crossing the Bay would also be 
subject to the USACE, CDFG, and BCDC permit processes. 

The Authority’s Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative serving San 
Francisco and San Jose via Henry Miller Road was also located to 
minimize impacts. Extensive use of tunnels and elevated sections 
of the HST system have been included to minimize impacts on 
the Diablo Range and the GEA.  This network alternative would 
result in potential direct impacts on 3.8 acres of water bodies 
and 15.6 acres of wetlands, 74% of that occurring along the 
Henry Miller alignment.  

In comparing the preferred Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative 
with the Altamont Pass alternatives that serve San Francisco, the 
Pacheco Pass alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose via 
Henry Miller Road (UPRR Connection) would not impact the Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge but would 
extend through portions of the GEA.  The Authority-
recommended Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative would extend 
along Henry Miller Road and would not directly impact the San 
Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex, existing wildlife 
management areas, or state parks in the area generally 
identified as the GEA. 

Impacts on wetlands, water bodies, and sensitive aquatic habitat 
would be less for the Authority-recommended alternative than 
for the Altamont alternatives that cross the San Francisco Bay, 
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but the Pacheco alternative would result in higher impacts on 
farmlands and streams. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that: 

Express train travel times from San Francisco to Los Angeles 
vary by 2 minutes between the Pacheco Pass and Altamont 
Pass network alternatives, assuming a new Bay Crossing at 
Dumbarton for the Altamont Pass.  (page S-12)   

As noted in Union City’s letter, travel times would be less 
between the Bay Area and Sacramento for the Altamont Pass 
alternatives with a Bay crossing.  The Draft EIS/EIR notes that, 
for Altamont Pass options with a new Bay crossing at 
Dumbarton, a trip: 

from San Francisco to Sacramento would take 1 hour and 6 
minutes.  The Pacheco Pass network alternatives would take 
an additional 41 minutes.  An express trip between Oakland 
and Sacramento would take 53 minutes over the Altamont 
Pass and an additional 45 minutes over the Pacheco Pass.  
From San Jose to Sacramento, the express travel time over the 
Pacheco Pass would be 49 minutes, with an additional 29 
minutes over the Pacheco Pass. (page S-12) 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

L009-2 
The station fact sheet shows a station location option on the 
Niles Subdivision approximately 900 ft from the BART station. 

L009-3 
The current plans for an HST station at Union City approximately 
900 ft from the Union City Passenger Rail Project allow for 
reasonable transfers between the HST and BART, Capitol 
Corridor, ACE, and other local transit services.  The time and 
potential inconvenience of this transfer is reflected in the HST 
ridership and revenue forecast results that use this station. 

L009-4 
The station configurations shown here are conceptual.  The 
suggested changes to the design will be addressed at the project 
level of analysis. 

L009-5 
The Union City fact sheet has been updated to show the freight 
use. 

L009-6 
It is acknowledged that the future Union City Intermodal Station 
will have the Capitol Corridor trains on the Oakland sub-division.  
The fact sheet has been updated to reflect the proposed HST 
station but not the Union City Intermodal Station. 

L009-7 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Union City’s offer to meet and 
inform the HST program. 
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Comment Letter L010 (Dave Potter, Monterey County, Board of Supervisors, August 28, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L010 (Dave Potter, Monterey County, Board of Supervisors, August 28, 2007) 

L010-1 
Service to the growing Monterey County and Monterey Bay area, as 
well as interconnectivity with existing and future transit systems at 
Gilroy and along the Caltrain Corridor, were among the reasons for 
identification of the Pacheco Pass Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L011 (Don Marcus, County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, September 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L011 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L011 (Don Marcus, County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, September 26, 2007) 

L011-1 
Chapter 1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, “Purpose and Need and 
Objectives,” discusses the purpose of and need for a High Speed Rail 
system in the Bay Area to Central Valley and statewide.  The 
proposed project would link the Bay Area, Central Valley, 
Sacramento, and southern California. 

As established by the Authority Board, the study region is bounded 
by Pacheco Pass to the south, Altamont Pass to the north, the BNSF 
Railroad to the east, and the Caltrain Corridor to the west.  HST 
alignment and 21 network alternatives are described and evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L011-2 
As noted in Section 3.14 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, the Pacheco 
alignment alternative extends at-grade or on aerial structure through 
the 100-year floodplain.  As noted in the comment, the largest area 
of floodplain being crossed is between Gilroy and the Diablo Range.  
The HST would restore the floodplain to its prior operation by 
constructing culverts under the tracks to convey anticipated storm 
flows and to minimize ponding.  Impacts on the floodplain from 
aerial structures would be limited to column footings.  Future Tier 2 
project-level environmental analyses will be coordinated with 
detailed engineering to further refine the HST alignments and station 
locations and avoid or minimize impacts to the greatest extent 
practicable.   

L011-3 
The proposed Pacheco Pass alignment alternative would be in tunnel 
through the potential California tiger salamander habitat shown in 
the illustration provided by the commenter. Future Tier 2 project-
level analyses would include focused surveys for state and federal 
threatened and endangered species and detailed identification of 
habitat, wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and 
water resources to further identify impacts and develop site specific 

mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  Design practices incorporated into the project include 
underpasses or overpasses or other appropriate passageways that 
would be designed to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate any potential 
impacts on wildlife movement, including the tiger salamander.   

L011-4 
The expected effect of either the Pacheco or Altamont Pass HST 
alternatives would be to decrease traffic on most intercity highways 
while increasing it locally on streets in station areas. Table 3.1-2 in 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, shows that 
traffic is expected to decrease on State Route (SR) 152 by 4.2% 
under the Pacheco Pass alternative and increase by 0.6% under the 
Altamont Pass alternative. On US 101, peak period traffic between 
San Jose and Gilroy is expected to decrease by 4% under the 
Pacheco Pass alternative and by 1.6% under the Altamont Pass 
alternative. SR 25 and SR 156 were not analyzed because no impact 
was expected. 

L011-5 
The air quality analysis for the program-level document was 
conducted at a regional level.  If the project is to move forward, the 
project-level air quality analysis will take the different air quality 
basins into consideration in the analysis. 

Microscale impacts at station location options will be examined in the 
project-level analyses currently being conducted. 

L011-6 
The California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) 
was used to identify potential farmland impacts.  This included 
evaluating the study area impacts of the alignment alternatives and 
station location options on Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance.  
These are described in Section 3.8, Agricultural Lands, along with 
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potential impacts of severance, as well as potential conflicts with 
farmland programs and policies.   

L011-7 
The Authority is charged to develop a proposed HST network that is 
fully coordinated with other public transportation systems (California 
Public Utility Code Section 185030 et seq.). Coordination with public 
transit agencies will be continued in future project-specific studies 
and planning for stations along HST alignments.  It is not the 
intention of the system to divert funding from existing transit 
systems or other programs. 
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Comment Letter L012 (Maria Ayerdi, Transbay Joint Power Authority, September 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-36

 

Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L012 (Maria Ayerdi, Transbay Joint Power Authority, September 27, 2007) 

L012-1 
The Authority and FRA agree that publishing and circulating the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is a milestone for the HST program. 

L012-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
consists of the Pacheco Pass Alternative with the Transbay Transit 
Center as the Bay Area’s northern terminus station. 

The Authority and FRA are aware, and the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
notes, that the Transbay Transit Center is located in a major 
destination in the state and that this facility would provide 
multimodal connectivity to the San Francisco Bay Area region. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge, and the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
notes, that an integral part of the Transbay Transit Center is transit-
oriented development proposed on properties near the center, 
consistent with MTC policies and the Regional Rail Plan. 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the existing and proposed 
public/private funding, the national recognition, the completed 
environmental review, and the voter and legislative support for the 
Transbay Transit Center. 

These factors played into the identification of the Transbay Transit 
Center’s identification as the Preferred Alternative identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L012-3 
The travel time of 2:36 is an optimized travel time that accounts only 
for vehicle travel between downtown Los Angeles and downtown 
San Francisco and does not include station access time.  If the 4th 
and King terminal were the destination, the in-vehicle travel time 
would be shorter by 2.5 minutes.   

L012-4 
Comment acknowledged.     

L012-5 
Comment acknowledged.  Section 1.4.2 (page S-11) of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS presented a comparison of capital costs of the HST 
system and operational costs.  It did not attempt to address the 
costs of additional travel times for passengers.  The different 
passenger costs (both travel time and total costs) for different 
station location options were accounted for in the ridership and 
revenue forecasts.  Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L012-6 
Travel times between Sacramento and San Francisco are less for the 
Altamont Pass alternatives than for the Pacheco Alternatives.  As 
noted in Table S.5-1, travel time between San Francisco and 
Sacramento with a transbay tube between Oakland and San 
Francisco would be 57 minutes, compared to 1 hour and 47 minutes 
for the Pacheco Pass Alternative, a difference of 50 minutes.   

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include a San Francisco Bay crossing due to construction 
issues, logistical constraints, costs, and environmental impacts.  The 
Altamont Pass alternatives with a new transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco would have high potential environmental 
impacts and considerable construction issues.  This alternative would 
have more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay and 38.8 acres of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay), whereas the Oakland and San Jose 
Termini Altamont Pass Network Alternative would have only 2.3 
acres of potential direct impacts.  In addition, for any alternatives 
that included a new Bay crossing, extensive coordination would be 
required with the USACE under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
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Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal Commission.  Proposed 
facilities crossing the Bay would also be subject to the USACE, CDFG, 
and BCDC permit processes. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L012-7 
The Authority and the Caltrain JPB have developed and signed a 
cooperative agreement regarding the need to fully coordinate the 
design/engineering, facility needs, service levels, funding, right-of-
way, and other issues between Caltrain and the Authority.  The 
Authority proposes that such an agreement also be developed and 
executed between the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and 
the Authority.  The detailed relationships between the TJPA, Caltrain, 
and the Authority will be more precisely developed and defined as 
the project proceeds into the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review. 

L012-8 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and appreciate the extensive 
planning and engineering that that has been undertaken to date by 
the TJPA and Caltrain to enable shared track operations along the 
Caltrain Corridor and into the new Transbay Transit Center.  The 
Authority anticipates additional detailed planning and coordination 
between the TJPA, Caltrain, and the Authority as the project 
proceeds into the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review. 

L012-9 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that the Caltrain electrification 
project is being planned to be fully consistent with the HST 
equipment and requirements. 

The Authority and FRA understand that the current terminal building 
is referred to as the Transbay Terminal, and the proposed new 
terminal is referred to as the Transbay Transit Center, and the Final 

Program EIR/EIS has been revised to be consistent with this 
comment. 

L012-10 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes the Transbay Transit Center as the northern terminus for 
the Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor.  Other alternatives are not 
identified as preferred.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-11 
Table 2.5-3 does not make reference to a “station at 4th and 
Townsend streets.”  As appropriately labeled, this table references 
an end-point of a segment as “4th/Townsend.”     

L012-12 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 which identify the 
Transbay Transit Center as the northern terminus for the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Authority and FRA are aware of the Downtown 
Extension alignment identified in the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain 
Downtown Extension/ Redevelopment EIS/EIR and the associated 
Record of Decision issued by the Federal Transit Administration.  

L012-13 
The project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate in more detail the various 
access modes and their associated impact for each of the station 
location options identified in the Preferred Alternative, including 
pedestrian access.  For the Transbay Transit Center, the Authority 
and FRA will use as a starting point for this analysis the Transbay 
Terminal/Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Final EIS/EIR.  The 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS does not 
include an HST station at 4th and King. 

L012-14 
Please see the Response to Comments L012-15 through L012-21 
regarding the traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-43

 

L012-15 
Because the HST environmental document is a program-level 
document, it is concerned with defining where impacts might occur 
and relative magnitude of those impacts compared with other 
locations across much of California. Consequently, the document 
uses methodology and data suited for rapidly screening and 
comparing locations, such as cordon analysis and traffic projections 
from the regional model. This approach is suited to screening 
impacts over the thousands of intersections that might be affected 
by HST, which is the purpose of the HST environmental document. A 
more detailed project-level environmental document will be 
developed prior to construction of any facilities. The final EIS/EIR for 
the Transbay Transit Center Program was a project-level document 
that was focused on a corridor just over 1 mile long. Its different 
methodology and focus led to different results compared with the 
HST document. The Transbay document’s level of detail and 
accuracy for its assessment of the base and future traffic conditions 
in this local area were much higher than that of the program-level 
HST document, as is appropriate for a project-level document. But 
its methodology is not appropriate for screening the HST alignments 
through California. 

Please also see Standard Responses 1 and 2 regarding the level of 
detail of a program EIR/EIS. 

L012-16 
See Response to Comment L012-15. 

L012-17 
The parking demand for an HST station at the Transbay Transit 
Center is worst case analysis that is likely overstated because it uses 
airport access as a model. In practice, much of the auto access trips 
forecast for the Transbay Transit Center will either switch to transit 
access or use the Millbrae station for drive access. 

L012-18 
Table 3.1-4 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect 
the additional transit providers. 

L012-19 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS has been revised to make terminology being used 
for the 4th and King (existing)/4th and Townsend (future) station 
consistent. 

L012-20 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS has been revised to make terminology being used 
for the 4th and King (existing)/4th and Townsend (future) station 
consistent. 

L012-21 
The text on page 3.1-13 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been 
updated to reflect the Beale Street limits of the Transbay Transit 
Center. 

L012-22 
In this Final Program EIR/EIS, the future downtown San Francisco 
station is now referred to as the Transbay Transit Center, and the 
existing facility is referred to as the Transbay Terminal. 

L012-23 
Text on page 3.1-14 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
reflect the Transbay Transit Center as the principal terminus of 
Caltrain. 

Comment acknowledged. 
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L012-24 
The text on page 3.1-15 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised 
to reflect 1.3 miles between the Transbay Terminal/Transbay Transit 
Center and the 4th and King Caltrain station. 

L012-25 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the provision in Senate Bill 916 
requiring the Transbay design to accommodate an eventual rail 
connection to the East Bay.  The Preferred Alternative identified in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS does not include a San Francisco Bay 
crossing for the reasons provided in Response to Comment L012-6.  
Future development of such a crossing would be the responsibility of 
others.  During preliminary engineering and the project-level 
EIS/EIR, the Authority and FRA will discuss with the TJPA the design 
options that are currently under review by the TJPA for provision of 
such a crossing. 

L012-26 
Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
reflect the 1 million square feet (ft) now programmed for the 
Transbay Transit Center.   

L012-27 
Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
include the 30 bus bays on a single elevated bus level and 10 bus 
bays on a below-grade mezzanine level.   

L012-28 
The text in Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS assumes that 
parking goes to the highest bidder, which could be the intercity 
travelers if they were willing to outbid others. Parking may be well 
away from the site with access provided by shuttles, reflecting the 
constrained parking conditions in the immediate neighborhood. See 
also Response to Comment L012-17 regarding the magnitude of the 
demand. 

L012-29 
The methodology for determining the change in traffic and 
congestion is described in Section 3.1.1, Regulatory Requirements 
and Methods of Evaluation, of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-30 
Table 3.1-3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS indicated peak hour bus 
transit capacity issues serving downtown San Francisco based on 
observation of Muni buses. The capacity of the future Transbay 
Transit Center was not considered an issue. 

L012-31 
Preliminary ridership forecasts have acknowledged that there would 
be some decrease in ridership if 4th and King is the terminus instead 
of the Transbay Transit Center. Please see Section 7.3.1, “Transbay 
Transit Center” and “4th and King.” 

See Response to Comment L012-3. 

L012-32 
These are representative travel times between cities; this is not an 
exhaustive list of potential city pairs on the HST system. 

L012-33 
The Authority and FRA believe the examples provided in the Program 
EIR/EIS are adequate for the purposes of this program-level 
document. 

HST service has proven to be reliable around the world.   

L012-34 
There is the possibility that track could be shared between the HST 
system and Metrolink and other passenger services, but not with the 
freight railroads between Anaheim and Los Angeles (south of 
Fullerton, limited freight operations would be run overnight when 
passengers service would not be operating). 
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L012-35 
Parking costs would contribute to the overall cost of a trip; however, 
it was not stated that this would be a significant cost to the project.   

The ridership analysis assumed a high degree of auto access, with 
corresponding parking charges. Please see Response to Comment 
L012-17. 

Even with the excellent transit accessibility of the Transbay Transit 
Center, some passengers would still need to drive to the station and 
park.  Consequently, it is not reasonable to assume that all 
passengers would be able to take transit to the terminal; therefore, 
the parking costs are included in the overall cost of a trip. 

L012-36 
See Response to Comment L012-3.  A more detailed analysis will be 
conducted at the project-level evaluation. 

L012-37 
A more detailed traffic and air quality analysis will be conducted at 
the project-level environmental analysis. 

L012-38 
Table 3.4-4 has been changed to reflect the text on page 3.4-13.  
Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King (Caltrain) should be shown 
as low potential impacts for both noise and vibration. 

L012-39 
Please see Response to Comment L012-25. 

L012-40 
A more detailed evaluation of land use impacts will be performed 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
process.  The planning code and redevelopment plan documents 
currently in process for the South of Market area will be reviewed as 
part of this more detailed land use review. 

L012-41 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes the northern terminus station at the Transbay Transit 
Center.  The Transbay Transit Center was selected as the terminus 
station, in part, due to the constraints for such a station at 4th and 
King.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-42 
Please see Response to Comment L012-6, which notes that the 
Preferred Alternative does not include a Bay crossing.  An evaluation 
of the visual impacts of a Bay crossing is therefore not necessary 
and will not occur during the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review. 

L012-43 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the existence of this major 
sewer facility and will work with Caltrain and the TJPA during 
preliminary engineering and the project-level EIS/EIR review process 
to avoid, if possible, conflicts with this major sewer. 

L012-44 
Please see Response to Comment L012-6, which notes that the 
Preferred Alternative does not include a Bay crossing.  An evaluation 
of the hazardous impacts associated with a Bay crossing is therefore 
not necessary and will not occur during the preliminary engineering 
and project-level environmental review. 

L012-45 
Information related to cultural resources has been added to Section 
3.12 in the Final Program EIR/EIS from the May 25, 2006 Addendum 
for the Transbay Terminal/Downtown Extension/Redevelopment 
Project Final EIS/EIR.  The discussion in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
had indicated that the Transbay Terminal was a National Register 
resource within the area of potential effects (APE) but also noted 
that it was identified to be removed for the new Transbay Transit 
Center.  Table 3.12-1 showed a high rating for the Transbay Transit 
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Center and the 4th and King stations, noting that these locations 
would likely have high sensitivity based on knowledge and 
experience in the area of potential effect. 

L012-46 
At this stage of program level of analysis, it is unknown to what 
extent groundwater at the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King 
stations would affect operations in a shared-use facility.  The tunnel 
segments and underground stations would likely encounter 
groundwater.  Dewatering would likely be required during 
construction and potentially during operation of the HST where the 
tunnels and stations would encounter groundwater.   

L012-47 
The headings for Table 3.14-1 and 3.14-2 have been revised in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS to “Lakes/Bay” to better identify the type of 
resource potentially affected. 

L012-48 
As noted on page 3.15-34 in Section 3.15.3 of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS, the western shore of the San Francisco Bay provides a 
critical movement corridor for nesting and foraging birds and other 
wildlife. 

L012-49 
The plant species identified through the California Natural Diversity 
Data Base (CNDDB) within the program-level study area was 
identified to be the beach layia (Layia carnosa).  Future Tier 2 
project-level environmental surveys within a more defined study area 
may find that the species is not present because the habitat is 
primarily associated with sand dunes.     

L012-50 
The project costs were independently derived.  The Authority will 
coordinate future cost estimates for the project-level environmental 
analysis with the TJPA. 

The basis for the costs of the Transbay Transit Center and the 
Caltrain Downtown Extension are found in Appendices 4B and 4A, 
respectively.  The Authority will coordinate future cost estimates 
during the project-level environmental analysis with the TJPA. 

L012-51 
 Comment acknowledged. 

L012-52 
Section 5.2.2 refers to the “San Francisco and San Jose Termini” 
network alternative.  Please see Chapter 2, Section 2.5 and Table 
2.5-1, for an explanation of the network alternatives.   

L012-53 
Comment acknowledged.  Table 7.2-1 provides comparisons of the 
network alternatives (which all use the Transbay Transit Center for 
alternatives to San Francisco).  Please see Table 7.3.1 under “Bay 
Area to Central Valley Station Options” for the comparison between 
the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King station location 
options.  Please also refer to Chapter 8 of this Final EIR/EIS and 
Standard Response 3.   

L012-54 
The characteristics of the Transbay Transit Center provided in 
Section 7.3.1 played a role in the identification of the Transbay 
Transit Center as the preferred northern terminus of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-55 
Muni bus service has been added to the Transbay Transit Center 
table, Section 7.3.1.  Direct connections to BART are referenced in 
this table. 

L012-56 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the extensive tunnel 
investigations that have been undertaken by the TJPA.   
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L012-57 
Comment acknowledged.  The travel times presented in Section 
7.3.1 are “line-haul” travel times.  Total travel time estimates were 
used to develop the ridership and revenue forecasts. 

L012-58 
Please see Response to Comment L012-41.  The construction 
requirements and impacts for such a station played a role in the 
selection of the Transbay Transit Center as the Preferred Alternative 
northern terminus station. 

L012-59 
The Authority is not considering a transbay crossing as part of its 
Preferred Alternative.  See also Response to Comment LO09-25. 

L012-60 
Please see Response to Comment L012-42.  Future project-level 
drawings will be corrected to not to show a Third Street alignment 
option.  See also Response to Comment LO09-25. 

L012-61 
Impacts on Caltrain will be considered in more detail at the project 
level, when specific construction impacts will be analyzed and 
mitigation measures refined. Mitigation measures will include 
planning to avoid or minimize disruption of Caltrain service during 
construction.   

L012-62 
Please refer to Chapter 2 for the purpose of the network alternatives 
and for the potential station locations evaluated as part of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  The 4th and King location is clearly identified as a 
potential station location option (Section 2.5.1). 

L012-63 
Comment acknowledged.  Figures in project-level documents will be 
changed to read “4th and King.”  See Response to Comment 
LO09-25.   

L012-64 
The 4th and King Station fact sheet has been updated to reflect the 
fact that the 4th and King station does not meet the goals of Section 
5.5 of the general plan. 

L012-65 
Appendix 2-F, pages 2-F-2 and 2-F-3, has been updated to reflect a 
subterranean station. 

L012-66 
Appendix 2-F, page 2-F-2, has been updated to reflect a 
subterranean station.   

L012-67 
The station fact sheet has been updated to show a three-track 
configuration between 4th and King and the Transbay Transit Center. 

Appendix 2-F, page 2-F-2, has been updated to reflect a three-track 
alignment between the 4th and King station and the six-track 
approach to the Transbay Transit Center platforms at the 
intersection of Second and Tehama Streets, approximately. 

L012-68 
The station fact sheet in Appendix 2-F in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
has been updated to state that the Transbay Transit Center usage 
will be shared between Caltrain and the HST system. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-48

 

Comment Letter L013 (Steve Tate, City of Morgan Hill, September 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L013 (Steve Tate, City of Morgan Hill, September 27, 2007) 

L013-1 

The City of Morgan Hill’s support for the Pacheco Pass alternative 
and the stated reasons for this support played a role in the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L014 (Kathi Hamilton, Town of Atherton, Office of the City Clerk, September 28, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L014 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L014 (Kathi Hamilton, Town of Atherton, Office of the City Clerk, September 28, 2007) 

L014-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Town of Atherton’s 
opposition to the HST system in the Caltrain Corridor and its support 
for the Altamont Pass alternative with a transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco. 

The Authority and FRA note that the Caltrain commuter rail service 
would be complementary service to the HST system by taking train 
riders from the more local stations to the HST stations.  This rail 
feeder service approach has been shown to be highly effective for 
other HST systems in Europe and Japan.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS would include HST stations 
not only in San Jose but also in Palo Alto or Redwood City and in 
Millbrae. 

Environmental impacts of the HST along the Caltrain Corridor on the 
peninsula are reviewed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L014-2 
As noted in Table 2.5-4 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS (page 2-43), 
both the I-280 and US 101 options were rejected from further 
consideration.  As shown in the table, principal reasons for rejection 
of these alignments included construction, right-of-way, and 
environmental concerns, particularly visual and land use (right-of-
way acquisition) impacts.  Please also see Appendix 2-G1.1 for a 
discussion of alignment alternatives and station location options 
eliminated from further consideration.  Please also see Response to 
Comment L014-1. 

L014-3 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass alignment using the Caltrain Corridor.  The precise 
alignment and profile options for the HST system in the Caltrain 

Corridor will be further evaluated and refined as part of the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review and 
could include trench and/or tunnel concepts.  Available right-of-way, 
impacts on adjacent communities and costs will be among the key 
factors considered as part of this review. 

The Authority and FRA are keenly aware of the sensitive land uses 
adjoining the Caltrain Corridor in the Town of Atherton, and impacts 
on these residences and neighborhoods will be carefully considered 
as the proposed plan/profiles are developed during the preliminary 
engineering phase. 
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Comment Letter L015 (Michael T. Burns, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, October 2, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L015 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L015 (Michael T. Burns, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, October 2, 2007) 

L015-1 
Support from the VTA for the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative 
played a role in the identification in this Final Program EIR/EIS of 
this alternative as Preferred. 

L015-2 
Reasons provided by VTA for its support of the Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative were among the reasons that this alternative is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L015-3 
The Authority and FRA agree that a major benefit of the Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative that uses the Caltrain Corridor is the 
reduced right-of-way acquisition required, given that the Caltrain 
Corridor is already in public ownership. 

L015-4 
Impacts on the San Francisco Bay and sensitive wetlands for the 
Altamont Pass alternatives serving San Francisco were among the 
reasons that the Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as preferred. 

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, which 
includes the Henry Miller alignment and would not impact the South 
Bay wetlands or the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the Preferred Alternative 

L015-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that the Central Valley to Bay Area 
commute is a critical issue that should be addressed.  The Authority 

is working with local and regional government agencies to evaluate 
and pursue regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor to 
address the important travel demand in this corridor. 

L015-6 
The additional comments attached to the VTA letter are responded 
to below. 

L015-7 
The Authority agrees that the Pacheco Pass best serves the purpose 
and need for the proposed HST system.  This has been included in 
Chapter 8 and the Executive Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L015-8 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes in the Purpose and Need Section, 
Chapter 1, that: 

… The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and 
conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel 
market are operating at or near capacity and will require large 
public investments for maintenance and expansion to meet existing 
demand and future growth over the next 20 years and beyond.  
Moreover, the ability to expand many major highways and key 
airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical 
or may be constrained by physical, political, and other factors.”  
(page 1-5) 

This chapter goes on to note: 

As described in the regional transportation plans for areas that 
would be served by the proposed HST system, the highways and 
airports serving key cities are operating at capacity, and plans for 
expansion will not keep pace with projected growth over the next 
20–40 years.  (page 1-8) 
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L015-9 
Mineta San Jose International Airport has been added to Table S.8-1 
in recognition that HST riders could use a bus shuttle to and from 
the San Jose HST station.  

L015-10 
Please see Response to Comment L015-7. 

L015-11 
The HST system is proposed to ultimately serve not only Modesto 
but also Sacramento.  To provide a fair and objective comparison of 
the network alternatives (in terms of capital costs, overall impacts, 
ridership, etc.), the northernmost location in the Central Valley 
(included in the Bay Area to Central Valley study area) was held 
constant.  Thus the National Environmental Policy Act / California 
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA/CEQA) evaluation and alternatives 
comparison was not influenced nor biased by the phasing plan for 
the HST system.  Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
Preferred Alternative acknowledge the differences that the 
Authority’s adopted Phasing Plan would have on the cost and 
ridership for the network alternatives.  

L015-12 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge VTA’s suggestion for a “hybrid” 
alternative, with HST in the Pacheco Pass and regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Pacheco Pass has been 
identified as the HST Preferred Alternative, and the Authority is in 
the process of working with the regional partners and stakeholders 
to plan and pursue regional rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor. 

The Authority and FRA agree that regional rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor would exhibit lower levels of adverse impacts 
(e.g., less right-of-way required, fewer sections of aerial alignment) 
when compared to an HST system in this corridor.  The Authority 
and FRA agree that Regional Rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor could be developed in such a way as to provide for higher 

speed commuter rail to better meet commuter travel demand in this 
corridor.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the Preferred Alternative. 

L015-13 
The costs associated with the transbay crossing have been examined 
closely.  The two alternatives that include a new transbay tube 
would have more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the 
San Francisco Bay.  To put this into perspective, these alternatives 
would have 40.3–41 acres of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay), whereas the Preferred Pacheco Pass 
Alternative (HST to San Francisco via the San Francisco Peninsula) 
would have only 3.8 acres of potential direct impacts.  The cost of 
the additional 8.8-mile HST segment needed to implement a new 
transbay tube is estimated at about $4.6 billion—over $500 million 
per mile.  Moreover, there is only slightly higher ridership and 
revenue potential (about 2% higher ridership, or 1.9 million 
passengers, per year by 2030) when comparing the transbay tube 
alternative via the San Francisco Peninsula versus the Preferred 
Alternative.  To implement alternatives that included a new transbay 
tube, extensive coordination would be required with the USACE 
under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the 
California Coastal Commission.  Crossing the Bay would also be 
subject to the USACE, CDFG, and BCDC permit process.   

L015-14 
Please see Response to Comment L015-11.  Table 4.2-3 provides the 
costs for the HST network alternatives.  The remainder of the 
preferred alignment between Los Angeles and Merced is constant.  
The alternatives and their associated costs presented in Table 4.2-3 
represent the full range of costs for the Bay Area.  Assuming the 
remainder of the system is constant, the delta, or difference, in cost 
in these alternatives would be the difference for the system costs 
between Los Angeles and the Bay Area. 
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L015-15 
Section 2.3.3 D (see excerpt below) outlines a conceptual operating 
plan for the statewide system.  A more definitive operating schedule 
will be developed as part of the project-level analysis.  However, a 
major station like San Jose with the Preferred Alternative will be 
served by several trains an hour.  A description of the types of 
service that would serve the network is outlined below. 

According to the 2030 operating plan, a total of 124–139 weekday 
trains in each direction would be provided to serve the statewide 
HST travel market as forecast for the low- and high-end scenarios.  
Ninety-one to ninety-six of the trains would run between northern 
and southern California, and the remaining 33–43 trains would 
serve shorter distance markets.  The basic service pattern would 
provide most passenger service between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m., with a 
few trains starting or finishing trips beyond these hours.  One 
hundred and twenty-four to one hundred and thirty-nine trains per 
day could be a highly frequent operation; however, as shown 
below, when divided into five types of service, the frequency is 
greatly reduced.  Frequencies would be further reduced to serve 
multiple end points.  For example, for HST service between 
northern and southern California through the Central Valley, some 
trains would go to the Bay Area and others to Sacramento.  
Therefore, although there could be 19–25 local trains, only a 
portion of these would serve each endpoint.  The following five 
types of intercity trains are planned: 

• Express (16 trains per day): Trains running between 
Sacramento, San Jose, or San Francisco and Los Angeles 
or San Diego without intermediate stops. 

• Semi-Express (17–26 trains per day): Trains running 
between Sacramento, San Jose, or San Francisco and Los 
Angeles and San Diego with intermediate stops at major 
Central Valley cities such as Modesto, Fresno, and 
Bakersfield. 

• Suburban-Express (30–35 trains per day): Trains running 
between northern and southern California and locally 
within the major metropolitan areas (i.e., the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles area) at the 

beginning and end of the trip without intermediate stops 
in the Central Valley. 

• Local (19–25 trains per day): Trains stopping at all 
stations.  Some of these local trains might ultimately be 
operated as a “skip stop” or semi-express service, where 
trains would stop at only a portion of the possible 
stations on a specific line, to improve the service and 
better match patterns of demand. 

• Regional (33–43 trains per day): Sacramento to San 
Francisco service and early morning service from the 
Central Valley to San Francisco or Los Angeles/San 
Diego. 

L015-16 
Comment acknowledged. 

L015-17 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS and Appendix 8A evaluate 
the differences between the network alternatives.  Please also refer 
to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass HST alternatives have 
competitive advantages over each other in particular travel markets.  
While Altamont Pass generally achieves higher ridership between the 
Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced northward) and the 
Pacheco Pass achieves higher ridership between the Bay Area and 
areas from Fresno southward (including Los Angeles and San Diego 
regions), the relative magnitude of these differences varies among 
the network alternatives, alignment alternatives, and station location 
options.  It is not possible to convey the nuanced differences among 
the dozens of key travel markets in the Executive Summary, and it 
would be misleading to single out the ridership differences for any 
single travel market or the boardings at any individual station.  As 
noted by the commenter, the key comparative ridership information 
is fully disclosed in Chapters 2 and 7.  



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-58

 

L015-18 
The Authority considered the comments received on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS prior to identifying the Preferred Alternative.  
Because of potential impacts on the South Bay wetlands restoration, 
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and 
other environmental impacts as well as logistical and operational 
issues, the Authority identified the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and 
San Jose Termini as the Preferred Alternative for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley portion of the HST system.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L016 (James R. Helmer, City of San Jose, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L016 (James R. Helmer, City of San Jose, October 26, 2007) 

L016-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support from the City of 
San Jose for the HST Program.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge 
the preference for the Pacheco Pass alignment expressed by the 
mayor of San Jose and other San Jose representatives. 

L016-2 
Reasons given in the letter for San Jose’s support for the Pacheco 
Pass alternative are among the factors leading to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L016-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the MTC endorsement of 
Pacheco Pass as the main high-speed rail express line between 
northern and southern California.  This alternative is identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

L016-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

L016-5 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase, the Authority will work closely with the City of San 
Jose on the visual impacts and elements of the proposed San Jose 
HST station. 

L016-6 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase, the Authority and FRA will coordinate directly with the 
City of San Jose on the proposed expansion of the Diridon station to 

accommodate the HST system.  The Authority and FRA note that the 
city’s conceptual plans for this expansion represent a logical starting 
point for such coordination.  Partnering with MTC, VTA, Caltrain, and 
other stakeholders in the planning and design for this facility and for 
the HST system is viewed by the Authority and FRA as a critical 
component of the anticipated future preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review. 

L016-7 
The Authority and FRA have in the past and will continue to promote 
“smart growth” in the form of transit-oriented development around 
the HST stations and commend the City of San Jose for its efforts in 
this regard in the Diridon station area. 

Please also see Chapter 6. 

L016-8 
As noted above, Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L017 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation District, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L017 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L017 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation District, October 26, 2007) 

L017-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of MTC’s Resolution 
3829. 

L017-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate MTC’s support for a statewide HST 
system to reduce vehicle congestion, divert air passengers away 
from congested airports, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

L017-3 
The Pacheco Pass alignment is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative—as the main HST express line 
between northern and southern California.  The Preferred Alternative 
does not, however, include a San Francisco Bay crossing for the 
reasons identified in Response to Comment S010-8.  Please also 
refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-4 
The reasons specified in the MTC resolution supporting Pacheco Pass 
as the HST alignment played a role in the identification of this 
alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
The Preferred Alternative does not include a San Francisco Bay 
crossing, for the reasons identified in Response to Comment S010-8. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
on the Pacheco and Caltrain alignment but does not include a San 
Francisco Bay crossing for the reasons identified in Response to 
Comment S010-8.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-6 
While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative, 
serving as the primary north/south alignment between southern and 
northern California, the Authority has also recommended that 
additional improvements be made in the Altamont Corridor and is 
working in concert with regional partners to identify such 
improvements.  Correspondingly, the Authority is working with these 
partners to pursue high-speed rail bond funds for such 
improvements 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central and Tri-
Valley residents.  The Authority and regional partners are working to 
define the priorities for such improvements.  It is envisioned that this 
approach would involve incremental improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor during the initial phase of the adopted HST phasing plan, 
and these improvements could come before the development of the 
Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment. 

Please also see Chapter 8 and the “Summary.” 

L017-7 
An extension of the HST system to a BART Livermore station is not 
part of the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  That said, the Authority and FRA believe that provision of 
high speed service, including higher speed regional rail service, to 
this location can and should be evaluated as a separate project with 
a different purpose and need for future project-level EIR/EIS studies 
than the proposed HST system. Please see Response to Comment 
L017-6. 
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L017-8 
Please see Response to Comment L017-6 

L017-9 
The Authority appreciates the cooperative working relationship that 
has been established with MTC, particularly during the collaborative 
efforts between the HST studies and development of MTC’s Regional 
Rail Plan.  The Authority looks forward to continuing this cooperative 
working relationship in the future. 
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Comment Letter L018 (Dennis R. Fay, Alameda County, Congestion Management Agency, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L018 (Dennis R. Fay, Alameda County, Congestion Management Agency, October 26, 2007) 

L018-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of ACCMA’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L018-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge ACCMA’s endorsement of MTC’s 
Resolution 3829.  Please see the Response to MTC’s Comments 
(Comment Letter L017). 

L018-3 
Responses to the ACCMA’s additional comments are provided below. 

L018-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

L018-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include HST alignments and stations in Alameda County.  
Please also see Response to Comments L017-3 and L017-6. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L018-6 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
involves shared tracks with regional rail in the Caltrain Corridor.  The 
Authority will work closely with Caltrain during the construction to 
ensure that Caltrain service can remain in service to the extent 
possible. 

In terms of regional rail improvements in Alameda County, please 
refer to Standard Response 3.  

L018-7 
Comment acknowledged. 

HST will draw about 98% of ridership from diversion of auto, air, 
and conventional passenger rail (intercity and region) trips around 
the state.  About 75% of this diversion will come from auto, 13% 
from intra-state air, and 12% from conventional passenger rail.  For 
travel within the Bay Area in year 2030, the Pacheco Pass alternative 
is projected to divert about 4,000 trips per day from other transit 
services, while the Altamont Pass alternative is projected to divert 
about 4,900 trips per day.  The majority of this regional transit 
diversion is expected to occur from Caltrain (3,170 trips per day on 
Pacheco and 2,000 trips per day on Altamont) and BART (600 trips 
per day on Pacheco and 2,500 trips per day on Altamont).  This 
diversion to HST is small compared to the Bay Area’s projected 
future daily regional transit usage of about 2.7 million trips per day1.  

It is not possible to convey all ridership results within the body of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Key comparative ridership information that 
identifies substantive differences between network, alignment, and 
station alternatives is fully disclosed in Chapters 2 and 7.  Remaining 
ridership results have been completely documented in a series of 
technical reports that are posted on the Authority web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

                                                 
1 Travel Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1990 – 2030, Data 
Summary; Metropolitan Transportation Commission; January 2005 
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L018-8 
The Authority and FRA agree that specific community concerns 
regarding station location, design, and access need to be addressed 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review process. 

L018-9 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of ACCMA’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L019 (Andrew Chesley, San Joaquin Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L019 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L019 (Andrew Chesley, San Joaquin Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 

L019-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments’ comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The 
Authority and FRA are also pleased that we were able to add two 
additional public hearings in Stockton and Sacramento on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS and extend the public review comment period on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS from September 28 to October 26, 2006, 
in response to requests from agencies and the public, thus allowing 
for the extensive public comments received on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS. 

L019-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments’ support for the Altamont Pass alignment and 
acknowledge that this support is consistent with the San Joaquin 
Policy Council (made up of elected officials from each of the eight 
counties in the San Joaquin Valley) and with the governor-created 
Partnership for San Joaquin Valley.  The Authority and FRA are 
keenly aware of the interest that has been shown in the 
identification of the HST Preferred Alternative, as evidenced by the 
extensive comments received during the public review process 
regarding alignment preferences. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L019-3 
In terms of the HST project purpose and need, service to the fast-
growing San Joaquin Valley is viewed as a critical part of the 
statewide system.  The HST system approved at the conclusion of 
the statewide program EIR/EIS includes corridors and stations for 
HST service through the entire Central Valley, from southern 
California to Sacramento.  This has not changed.  The subject at 
hand is the service connecting the Central Valley to the Bay Area, 

but the Authority Board has clearly stated its intent to serve the 
entire Central Valley. 

Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area and has stated its intent to subsequently add service 
to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the Board-
adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track from 
Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recommendation recognizes the desire of the full 
Central Valley to be served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as 
the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS—the primary 
north/south alignment between southern and northern California—
the Authority is working with regional partners on the identification 
of additional improvements in the Altamont Corridor and the pursuit 
of high-speed rail bond funds for such improvements.  

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, would need to define the priorities for these improvements. 

It is envisioned that this approach would involve incremental 
improvements in the Central Valley and Altamont Corridor during the 
initial phase of the adopted phasing plan, and these improvements 
could come before the development of the Pacheco Pass portion of 
the HST alignment. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as 
well as a description of the “Altamont Corridor Project.” 
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L019-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment L019-1.  
Both the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives would have 
high ridership potential.  The Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
options would have similar congestion and air quality benefits.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L019-5 
The Authority carefully considered how best to capture riders from 
these two markets—interregional travel and long-distance 
commuters.  The HST service is most competitive in the intermediate 
to long-distance California markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups. 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail model. 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode. 

A competitive service for long-distance commuters requires more 
frequent station stops so that travel times for the commuters from 
the origin to the ultimate destination is competitive with the 
automobile. 

A system with HSTs that includes a commuter-oriented overlay 
service would require more closely spaced stations and two 
additional express tracks so that HST trains could pass through the 
stations without stopping, as would be the case for the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Without these express tracks, HST travel times would be 
compromised and the ability to capture interregional passengers 
would be reduced. 

In short, a combined HST and commuter rail overlay in the Altamont 
Pass corridor would involve more stations, each with four tracks.  
Additionally, the Altamont Pass alignment requires provision for two 
freight tracks, so six tracks would need to be provided for the 
Altamont stations and station areas.  The transition from two to four 

HST tracks requires some distance on either side of the stations, and 
for very closely spaced stations, this transition would not occur (i.e., 
there would be four tracks between the stations).  For example, this 
is the proposed approach for the Caltrain Corridor. 

The Authority’s Preferred Alternative would allow for the HST 
north/south interregional travel to be provided via the Pacheco 
alignment, with the long-distance commuter rail trains in the 
Altamont Corridor stopping at each of the more closely spaced 
stations. 

The Tri-Valley Policy Working Group and Technical Advisory 
Committee (Tri-Valley PAC) is a partnership that includes the cities of 
Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy, 
along with transportation providers Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority (LAVTA), ACE, and BART.  This group understood the need 
for six tracks in the station areas—four high-speed tracks and two 
freight tracks—and provided the following statement. 

The Draft Bay Area EIR/EIS includes a Bay Area HST alignment that 
would include High Speed Train service through the Pacheco Pass 
and regional overlay service provided through the Altamont pass.  
The Policy Advisory Committee believes that this option may 
present the best way of addressing our concerns and delivering 
optimal HST service to the region as a whole. 

The combined Altamont/Pacheco (Hybrid) alignment option allows 
HST to provide frequent service along the most direct route 
between northern and southern California, while still serving the 
important regional transportation corridors in Northern California, 
including those in the Central Valley, the Tri-Valley, and between 
Sacramento and the Bay Area.  The Draft EIR/EIS demonstrates 
that the corridors served by the Altamont alignment include some 
of the greatest travel demand in the entire system. 

While providing these important transportation advantages, a 
system that provides service in both major corridors also mitigates 
some of the possible negative impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Specifically related to the Tri-Valley’s key concerns, it 
would improve the likelihood that HST service could be delivered 
within the existing Union Pacific Right-of-Way without the need for 
major aerial infrastructure, or significant right-of-way acquisition 
through the developed portions of the Tri-Valley. 
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Please see Response to Comment L019-3 regarding the Authority’s 
intent to provide service to the San Joaquin Valley.  The Authority 
and FRA understand that there are important trade-offs among the 
geographic areas by the various alternatives.  For instance, the 
Pacheco Pass alternative would serve the growing Monterey County 
and Monterey Bay area, and the northern San Joaquin Valley area—
north of Merced—would still be served by the planned extension of 
the HST system to Sacramento.   

Please also note that, for the Altamont Pass alternative serving San 
Jose and San Francisco, some of the trains would travel south to San 
Jose and while some would cross the Bay into San Francisco, thus 
reducing the train frequencies to each of these urban areas. 

L019-6 
See Response to Comments L019-3, L019-4, and L019-5. 

L019-7 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority believes the proposed HST 
system will result in great economic benefits for the Central Valley. 

L019-8 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies the connectivity associated with 
each of the HST stations (please see Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Table 
3.1-4).  Connectivity with transit facilities and services was an 
important consideration in the development of the HST alignment 
alternatives and station location options.  As a result, both the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives provide connectivity to 
other transit systems by design, and the Authority and FRA are 
aware of the connectivity options for the alternatives.  Please also 
see Response to Comment L019-2. 

L019-9 
Either the Pacheco Pass or Altamont Pass would provide quick, 
competitive travel times between northern and southern California.  
The Pacheco Pass would provide the quickest travel times between 
the south Bay and southern California (10 minutes less than the 

Altamont Pass alternatives serving San Jose via the East Bay [I-880] 
and 28 minutes less than the Altamont San Francisco and San Jose—
via San Francisco Peninsula alternative for express service).  The 
Pacheco Pass enables a potential station in southern Santa Clara 
County (at Gilroy or Morgan Hill), which provides superior 
connectivity and accessibility to south Santa Clara County and the 
three Monterey Bay counties and uses the entire Caltrain Corridor 
between San Francisco and Gilroy.  San Francisco and San Jose 
would be served with one HST alignment along the Caltrain Corridor, 
providing the most frequent service to these destinations, whereas 
the most promising Altamont Pass alternatives would require 
splitting HST services (express, suburban express, skip-stop, local, 
regional) between two branch lines to serve San Jose and either San 
Francisco or Oakland.  The Altamont Pass would provide 
considerably quicker travel times between Sacramento/northern San 
Joaquin Valley and San Francisco or Oakland than the Pacheco Pass 
(41 minutes less between San Francisco and Sacramento for express 
service).  The Altamont Pass alternatives using the East Bay to San 
Jose would have express travel times about 29 minutes less than the 
Pacheco Pass between Sacramento and San Jose, while the Altamont 
San Francisco and San Jose—via the San Francisco Peninsula 
alternative would take 15 minutes less than the Pacheco Pass for this 
market.  The Altamont Pass alternative would enable a potential Tri-
Valley HST station and a potential Tracy HST station, which provide 
superior connectivity to the Tri-Valley/Eastern Alameda County, 
Contra Costa County, and the Tracy area and provide for the 
opportunity for shared infrastructure with an improved ACE 
commuter service, although additional infrastructure would be 
necessary for commuter overlay service with associated impacts.  
The Altamont Pass would have more potential Central Valley stations 
served on the Authority’s adopted first phase for construction 
between the Bay Area and Anaheim (Tracy and Modesto).  The 
travel time for direct service and travel conditions would be 
significantly different between the Altamont Pass alternative to 
Oakland and San Jose in comparison to the other two promising 
Altamont alternatives and the preferred Pacheco Pass alternatives 
(which directly serve San Francisco and San Jose).  The Oakland and 
San Jose alternative would provide superior travel times, 
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connectivity, and accessibility to Oakland, Oakland International 
Airport, and the East Bay but would not directly serve downtown San 
Francisco, San Francisco International Airport (SFO), or the San 
Francisco Peninsula/Caltrain Corridor.  While a Dumbarton crossing 
could provide competitive travel times, it would result in higher 
potential environmental impacts for the proposed HST system.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L019-10 
See Response to Comments L019-2 and L019-5. 

L019-11 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Altamont alternatives 
would have less potential farmland and floodplain impacts.  Sensitive 
wildlife habitats affected would vary depending on the network 
alternatives selected.  The number of plant and wildlife species 
affected generally increases as the network alternative lengths 
increase and vice-versa.    

L019-12 
Please see Response to Comment L019-3. 

L019-13 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of SJCOG’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and look forward to continuing to work 
with the SJCOG as the HST Program moves forward. 
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Comment Letter L020 (Brad Olson, East Bay Regional Park District, October 16, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L020 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L020 (Brad Olson, East Bay Regional Park District, October 16, 2007) 

L020-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the East Bay Regional 
Park District’s (EBRPD’s) comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L020-2 
Publicly owned parklands, including regional parks, that may be 
affected by an HST alignment have been added to the project maps, 
including Figure 3.16-1.  Trails operated by the EBRPD are not 
presented on the project maps due to its scale, but are now 
reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L020-3 
The Authority and FRA have reviewed the regional parks and trails 
identified by EBRPD as being potentially affected by the project.  
Regional parks and trails that are within 900 ft of an HST alignment 
alternative are reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, including Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau Regional 
Parks and Alameda Creek Regional Trail.  Please note that the 
Pacheco Pass has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-4 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information. 

L020-6 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-7 
The Authority and FRA have reviewed the regional parks and trails 
identified by the EBRPD as being affected by the project.  Regional 
parks and trails within 900 ft of an HST alignment alternative are 
reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, including 
Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau Regional Parks and Alameda 
Creek Regional Trail.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-8 
Comment acknowledged.  Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as being within 900 ft of an 
HST alignment alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-9 
Vargas Plateau Regional Park has been identified as being within 
900 ft of an HST alignment alternative.   

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
potential impacts associated with construction access roads would be 
greatly limited, and avoided altogether through sensitive areas (as 
defined at the project level), by using in-line construction (i.e., by 
using the new rail infrastructure as it is built to transport equipment 
to and from the construction site and to transport excavated 
materials away from the construction area).  No ventilation shafts 
are expected to be needed for the tunnels. 

L020-10 
A bridge would be placed where the alignment alternative would 
cross Alameda Creek so as to not interfere with the recreational uses 
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associated with Alameda Creek.  Required bridge(s) would be 
designed to minimize potential visual impacts.   

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
preferred alignment is not proposed to be constructed near SR 84.  
Please also see Response to Comment L020-9.   

L020-11 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-12 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3.  The HST alignment 
alternatives have been designed to minimize impacts on 4(f) 
facilities.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-13 
Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park has been counted as a 6(f) facility in 
Tables 3.16-2 and 3.16-3.  Coyote Hills Regional Park is not within 
900 ft of an HST alignment alternative and therefore is not included 
in the Section 3.16 review.  No land would be taken from Coyote 
Hills Regional Park.  The Section 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation process 
would be more focused at the project level.  As described in Section 
3.16.7, Subsequent Analysis, consultation with affected 
owners/operators of identified Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources would 
take place during project-level analysis.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-14 
Please see Response to Comment L020-13. 
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Comment Letter L021 (Mark Evanoff, City of Union City, October 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L021 (Mark Evanoff, City of Union City, October 17, 2007) 

L021-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Union City’s support for the 
Altamont alternatives.    

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L021-2 
Responses to Union City’s supplemental questions regarding Table 
S.5-1 in the Summary of the Draft Program EIR/EIS are provided 
below. 

L021-3 
On a statewide basis, 91% of travelers accessing HST system in the 
base Altamont and Pacheco network alternative are projected to use 
some form of auto travel to access HST stations (64% drive and 
park, 20% are dropped off, 6% use a rental car, and 1% use taxi).  
About 7% of HST riders is projected to use local transit (including 
bus, light rail, and commuter rail) and the remainder is expected to 
either walk or use bicycle.  All of the HST stations were assumed to 
have parking that would be available for a daily cost ranging from 
$25 in San Francisco; $12 in San Diego; $6 in Los Angeles, Oakland, 
Sacramento and San Jose; to $3 at all other locations.   

The San Francisco terminal had higher rates of transit than San Jose.  
San Francisco has the highest rate at 26% transit and 8% walk 
access to the HST system, while San Jose has 7% transit and 6% 
walk access to the HST system.  Initial analysis of the interregional 
travel for the Oakland station indicated that it had slightly higher 
transit rates than San Francisco and slightly lower walk rates.  
Access and egress rates at individual stations are not expected to 
vary substantially among the network and alignment alternatives 
because the modes of access and egress are determined by the 
supporting highway and transit systems around each station and are 
not unique to an individual HST alternative.   

L021-4 
All Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network alternatives were 
assumed to have the same number of HST trains beginning and 
ending in the Bay Area region as a whole.  For any of the Altamont 
Pass network alternatives that have more than one Bay Area 
terminal, this regionwide total is split between the potential termini, 
which effectively decreases HST service to a single terminal location.  
This decrease in frequency does not exist if HST service is provided 
to a single terminal or to multiple termini on a single alignment (such 
as occurs for “Oakland and San Francisco via a transbay tube” or 
most of the Pacheco Pass network alternatives) 

The HST service frequency is the primary factor that influences 
ridership among these Altamont Pass alternatives.  The combined 
Altamont Pass alternative to San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose 
(Figure 7.2-3) provides the same number of trains between the San 
Francisco Bay Area and other major cities as the alternative with 
single destinations (such as to San Francisco in Figure 7.2-5, San 
Jose in Figure 7.2-4, or Oakland in Figure 7.2-6).  In the case of the 
multiple destinations alternatives, trains coming into the Bay Area 
are divided to each of the two or three destinations, so the overall 
frequency to each destination is reduced.  For example, there are 50 
trains per day from Los Angeles to San Francisco and San Jose in the 
Pacheco Pass alternative serving these two destinations (Network 
Alternative 7.2-1).  For this Network alternative, 33 trains per day 
from Los Angeles would travel to San Francisco and 17 trains per 
day from Los Angeles would travel to San Jose.  This allocation of 
trains to the two destinations means that everyone traveling to these 
destinations has lower HST service frequency in the Altamont Pass 
alternative compared to the equivalent Pacheco Pass network 
alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose.  Split service 
between San Francisco and San Jose in the Altamont Pass 
alternative results in 6 million fewer annual systemwide riders for the 
base Altamont Pass network alternative compared to the base 
Pacheco Pass network alternative. 
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Another contributing factor to the advantages of the single 
destination alternative is that the vast majority of travelers access 
the HST system by car.  For longer trips, the time and cost 
associated with the access and egress modes are small in 
comparison, so driving further to access a system with higher 
frequency is preferred over a shorter access time but with less 
frequent trains.  In the case of Oakland and San Francisco terminals, 
the geographic coverage of each terminal is about the same, 
indicating that adding another terminal does not extend the 
geographic coverage for travelers who want to use the system.  This 
results in less than 1% difference in ridership between the Altamont 
alternative to San Francisco and Oakland.  Both Oakland and San 
Francisco terminals have good transit access from both sides of the 
Bay, so travelers can get to each terminal easily in the single 
destination alternatives.    

The reduced frequencies in the multidestination alternatives have a 
distinct disadvantage with the split service (and lower frequencies of 
trains) that more than outweighs any benefits of increased service 
coverage with multiple termini and additional stations.  This 
relationship is apparent in all the multidestination alternatives with 
split service compared to network alternatives with service to a 
single terminal or multiple termini on a single alignment. 

L021-5 
Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Response to Comment 
L009-1.  The Authority and FRA are unaware of a “standard margin 
of error” for ridership projections. 

L021-6 
Because the particular alternative listed in Table 7.2-16 includes a 
connection from Oakland to San Francisco, it is unclear exactly what 
the commenter is describing when referring to “funding only to 
construct a terminus at 4th and King.”  The commenter is potentially 
describing one of two scenarios: 

1. Terminate this alternative at 4th and King, and do not construct a 
Transbay Tube connection to Oakland 

2. Substitute a 4th and King Station for the Transbay Transit Center, 
but include the Transbay Tube connection to Oakland. 

 

Scenario 1 would be identical to the Pacheco base case scenario 
presented in Table 7.2-12 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, combined 
with the 4th and King station location option described in Section 
7.3.1.  The ridership forecast for this scenario is 91.3 million annual 
systemwide riders, which is 4.5 million fewer riders than the 
“Pacheco Pass: San Jose, San Francisco and Oakland – via Transbay 
Tube” scenario described in Table 7.2-16. 

Regarding scenario 2, ridership and revenue forecasts were prepared 
for two alignment alternatives (one for Altamont and one for 
Pacheco) that placed a San Francisco station at 4th and King Street 
instead of Transbay Transit Center.  The 4th and King Street station 
alternatives produced ridership of about 3% lower systemwide than 
the comparable alternative with a Transbay Transit Center station.  
Given this pattern, it is reasonable to project that scenario 2 would 
also produce about 3% lower ridership for “Pacheco Pass: San Jose, 
San Francisco and Oakland – via Transbay Tube”—or about 2.8 
million fewer systemwide riders than shown in Table 7.2-16.   

L021-7 
The HST cost estimate (Appendix 4A Page 4-A-1) includes costs for 
track, tunneling, systems elements, and electrification items between 
the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King.  The costs for the 
Transbay Transit Center (Appendix 4B, page 3) include three shared 
platforms and six station tracks. 

L021-8 
Table A.6 in the Cambridge Systematics Ridership and Revenue 
report (on the Authority web site at http://www.cahighspeedrail. 
ca.gov/ridership/pdf/R8a_Ridership.pdf) contains the station 
ridership numbers for the stations mentioned: 
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Annual High-Speed Rail Ridership by Station for Pacheco 
Pass: San Jose, San Francisco, Oakland via Transbay Tube  

Station Annual Ridership 

San Francisco Downtown – Transbay 7,476,675 

Millbrae 1,104,908 

Redwood City 1,628,446 

Oakland – 7th Street 6,594,765 

San Jose 4,837,729 

 
This “Pacheco Pass: San Jose, San Francisco and Oakland—via 
Transbay Tube” alternative does the include a 4th and King Street 
station.   

Please see Response to Comment L021-3 for station access and 
egress information. 

L021-9 
Determining where trains are stored is beyond the level of detail of 
this program-level document.  A potential maintenance and storage 
facility at “West Oakland” is included as part of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Chapter 2, Section 2.5.3.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L021-10 
Only the Niles subdivision is under consideration in Union City.  The 
station fact sheet in Appendix 2-F has been updated to reflect the 
Niles Subdivision alignment. 

L021-11 
The width of the JPB right of way along the San Francisco Peninsula 
varies considerably.  In addition to ownership, JPB has easements on 

adjacent properties at various locations.  In several places, the 
adjacent property is owned or controlled by a different public 
authority, such as SamTrans or the City and County of San 
Francisco.  The Authority and FRA have reviewed documents that 
show the JPB right-of-way. A more precise answer will be developed 
in consultation with Caltrain during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review. 

The right-of-way through downtown San Mateo is narrower than 
other portions of the Caltrain corridor, as are some relatively short 
portions of the corridor in Millbrae, Redwood City, and San Jose.  For 
the most part, however, the corridor is wide enough to 
accommodate four tracks without acquiring additional right-of-way 
or without special design modifications. 

L021-12 
The cost of tunneling on the Peninsula and assumed for this study is 
approximately $96 million per kilometer ($154 million per mile) for 
double track mined tunnels and $48 million per kilometer ($77 
million per mile) for double track “cut and cover” tunneling.  Please 
see Appendices 4-A and 4-D for further explanation of the cost 
elements. 

L021-13 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of Union City’s comments 
on the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter L022 (Steven R. Meyers, Meyers ⎪ Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, October 24, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L022 (Steven R. Meyers, Meyers ⎪ Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, October 24, 2007) 

L022-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and commend the City of 
Millbrae for undertaking land use and transportation planning for the 
BART/Caltrain/SamTrans station area to complement these rail 
facilities, and appreciate receiving information about these planning 
efforts. 

L022-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
planning activities that have been undertaken to date by the City of 
Millbrae to develop and integrate transit-oriented development and 
roadway system improvements with the Millbrae 
BART/Caltrain/SamTrans Station. 

The Authority developed conceptual plans for a series of alignment 
alternatives and station location options throughout the Central 
Valley and Bay Area to prepare environmental analyses.  For the 
Caltrain Corridor, these conceptual plans were developed in advance 
of the environmental analysis in the draft statewide program 
EIR/EIS, which was circulated in 2004.  As part of the certification of 
the statewide document in 2005, the Authority Board directed 
additional study of Bay Area to Central Valley alignments and station 
location options.  Conceptual plan and profiles and typical sections 
are presented in Volume II of the program EIR/EIS.  Both the 
statewide draft program EIR/EIS and final program EIR/EIS included 
a four-track configuration for a potential Millbrae HST station. 

Similarly, the Draft Program EIR/EIS includes conceptual track and 
station plans, including a four-track configuration at the Millbrae 
station, and reviews the overall impacts of multiple alignment 
alternatives and station location options to allow a comparison of the 
general impacts and project benefits at a level of detail sufficient to 
support selection of a Preferred Alternative.  Once this Program 
EIR/EIS process is completed and a Record of Decision issued, the 
Authority and FRA will undertake preliminary engineering and the 
project-level environmental review for the selected alignment 

alternative.  This next phase will include the development and review 
of more detailed track and alignment options, right-of-way 
requirements, land use plans adjoining HST stations and alignments, 
and associated environmental impacts.  At that point, consistent with 
budgeted funding, the Authority and FRA would have the ability to 
pursue corridor preservation efforts. 

The Authority has expressed concerns over the years regarding the 
continued development along and adjacent to possible HST corridors 
but does not have authority at the present time to limit such 
development.  The Authority and FRA have made efforts to advance 
the HST program expeditiously so that corridor preservation efforts 
can be undertaken. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS for the Central Valley to Bay Area portion 
of the HST system was released for public review in early July 2007.  
The comment letter informs the Authority and FRA that the City has 
advanced its station-area planning to the implementation stage and 
that the City issued a negative declaration for the development of 
Site 1 in August 2007.  The City notes it has had discussions with 
Caltrain.  While the FRA and the Authority have not been privy to the 
City’s discussions with Caltrain, both the FRA and the Authority 
would expect to work with the City and Caltrain in the future as HST 
planning progresses and as the City’s plans progress.  The Authority 
looks forward to working with the City and with Caltrain to identify 
and to review more detailed track and station facility design options, 
including potential operations variations and possible narrower 
alignment variations, to ensure a viable HST/Caltrain/ 
BART/SamTrans Station and an HST alignment linked to transit-
oriented development in the station area that meets the City’s 
development objectives.  During the preliminary engineering and 
project-level EIR/EIS phase, joint review of additional design 
opportunities for the HST/Caltrain/BART/SamTrans Station area will 
be crucial to the further development of a transit-oriented 
development/multimodal transit facility serving the regions’ most 
active international airport – SFO, to meet the objectives of City, the 
Authority, and FRA. 
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L022-3 
Comment acknowledged. Thank you for providing documents related 
to Site 1.  Please see Response to Comment L002-2. 

L022-4 
Please see Responses to Comments L002-2 and L002-5.  The four-
track conceptual configuration considered for the HST station at 
Millbrae does not represent a change in the proposed HST system.  

L022-5 
Please see Response to Comment L002-2.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge that the City has developed and adopted the Specific 
Plan for the Millbrae Station area.  This Program EIR/EIS started its 
analysis with the existing built environment, although the specific 
plan was acknowledged and points to future development changes.  
This adopted specific plan and the current status of the associated 
developments, roadway improvements, developer agreements, and 
land transactions will constitute the starting point during the HST 
preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS phase for a more 
detailed review, in conjunction with the City of Millbrae and Caltrain, 
of alignment and station facility design options for HST service to the 
Millbrae station. 

The Caltrain Corridor alternative for the Authority’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005) is identified as the 
“Caltrain Corridor (Shared Track Four-Track Alignment)” and its 
description states in several locations “four-track alignment” (pages 
2-49 and 2-50 of the statewide program EIR/EIS).  The four-track 
configuration of the Caltrain Corridor in this Program EIR/EIS is 
consistent with conceptual design identified in the certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS.  

L022-6 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-7 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-8 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-9 
Please see Responses to Comments L022-2 and L022-5. 
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Comment Letter L023 (Scott Haggerty, County of Alameda, Board of Supervisors, October 15, 2007 ) 
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Response to Letter L023 (Scott Haggerty, County of Alameda, Board of Supervisors, October 15, 2007 ) 

L023-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Alameda County Supervisor Scott 
Haggerty’s support for long-range transportation infrastructure 
planning. 

L023-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Supervisor Haggerty’s support 
for the examination of HST alternatives in the Altamont Corridor.  
The Authority and FRA recognize the high levels of traffic congestion 
along the freeways and highways in this corridor. 

L023-3 
The Authority and FRA agree that there is a large market for 
commuters from northern San Joaquin County into the Bay Area and 
that the Pacheco Pass alignment would serve travelers between the 
Bay Area and southern California.  

The Authority and FRA appreciate Supervisor Haggerty’s support for 
an HST system and acknowledge his support for Pacheco Pass as the 
main HST express line between northern and southern California.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Alternative. 

Consistent with Supervisor Haggerty’s recommendation, the 
Authority is working with regional partners to evaluate additional 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor. Correspondingly, the 
Authority has recommended that high-speed rail bond funds for such 
improvements be pursued. The exact nature of these improvements 
has not been defined, but one option that the Authority has 
identified that should be investigated would be provision of high-
speed service to the Livermore area to connect to a BART 
extension—consistent with MTC’s recommendations.   

The Authority and regional partners would need to define the 
priorities for such improvements, but it is envisioned that this 
approach would involve incremental improvements in the Central 

Valley and Altamont Corridor during the initial phase of the adopted 
HST phasing plan, and these improvements could come before the 
development of the Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L023-4 
Supervisor Haggerty’s letter and comments played a role in the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS and in 
the Authority recommendations for additional review, in concert with 
regional partners, of higher speed Altamont Corridor commuter 
services. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L023-5 
Please see Response to Comment L023-4. 
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Comment Letter L024 (Laura Thompson, San Francisco Bay Trail, October 24, 2007) 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-98

 

Comment Letter L024 – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-99

 

Comment Letter L024 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L024 (Laura Thompson, San Francisco Bay Trail, October 24, 2007) 

L024-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Francisco Bay 
Trail Project’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
acknowledge the nonprofit organization’s purpose to promote and 
advocate for implementation of a continuous 500-mile bicycling and 
hiking path around the San Francisco Bay. 

L024-2 
Potential impacts from the HST system on the Bay Trail could result 
with an Altamont Pass alignment alternative that includes a Bay 
crossing, but not with the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative that is 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  

L024-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the legislative mandate and 
supporting resolution from local jurisdictions for the San Francisco 
Bay Trail Project. 

L024-4 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include a San Francisco Bay Crossing.  This Preferred 
Alternative would not affect the San Francisco Bay Trail Project. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L024-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Francisco Bay 
Trail Project’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L025 (Alan B. Carlson, Mayor, Town of Atherton, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-104

 

Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L025 (Alan B. Carlson, Mayor, Town of Atherton, October 25, 2007) 

L025-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the Town of 
Atherton’s comments and adopted city council resolution. 

L025-2 
Responses to the City’s reasons for opposition to the proposed HST 
system are provided below.  The purpose of and need for the HST 
system are described in Chapter 1, and the impacts of various 
alignments, including the Caltrain alignment, are reviewed in 
Chapters 3, 5, 7, and 9.  Please refer to Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

L025-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that different HST alignments 
and network alternatives would pass through different communities 
and correspondingly result in differing impacts for these 
communities, as described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  As a point 
of clarification, please note that two Altamont Pass network 
alternatives would pass through Atherton (Figures 7.2-8 and Figure 
7.2.9). 

The Authority and FRA recognize that Caltrain is providing Baby 
Bullet service today.  Please note that provision of HST service along 
the peninsula would provide complementary service, with Caltrain 
service providing the more local or intermediate service feeding the 
more limited stop HST service that would connect not only to key 
stations along the peninsula (San Jose and Redwood City or Palo 
Alto, Millbrae (SFO), and downtown San Francisco) but also to the 
destinations across the entire state.  This type of complementary 
train service (local, regional, and statewide) has been found to be 
highly effective for the European and Japanese HST systems. 

L025-4 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIS/EIR 
does not include a Bay crossing, which would have high potential 
environmental impacts and considerable construction issues.  These 
Bay crossing alternatives would have more than 36 acres of potential 
direct impacts on the San Francisco Bay.  They would have 38.8 
acres of potential impacts on water bodies (lakes + San Francisco 
Bay), whereas the Oakland and San Jose Termini Altamont Pass 
network alternative would have only 2.3 acres of potential direct 
impacts. 

The cost of the additional 8.8-mile HST segment needed to 
implement a new transbay tube is estimated at about $4.6 billion—
more than $500 million per mile.  Moreover, there is only slightly 
higher ridership and revenue potential (less than 2% higher 
ridership, or 1.0–1.6 million passengers, per year by 2030) when 
comparing the transbay tube alternative via the East Bay versus the 
related Altamont Pass network alternative that terminates in 
Oakland. 

To implement alternatives that included a new transbay tube, 
coordination would be required with the USACE under Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal 
Commission.  Crossing the Bay would also be subject to the USACE, 
CDFG, and BCDC permit process. 

For these and other reasons, the Network Alternative that would 
cross the San Francisco Bay twice was not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  In fact, the Preferred 
Alternative does not include any crossing of the Bay. 

Please see Response to Comment L025-3 regarding complementary 
commuter and HST service along the Caltrain Corridor.  Please note 
that transfers between the more local Caltrain service and the HST 
service could occur not only at San Jose but also at Redwood City or 
Palo Alto or at Millbrae. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-109

 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Town of Atherton’s City 
Council unanimous support for the specified Altamont Pass 
alternative. 

L025-5 
Please note that the Caltrain JPB supports the use of the Caltrain 
Corridor for HST service—see Comment Letter L026.  The Authority 
and Caltrain have signed a Memorandum of Understanding to 
establish, among other items, a complementary train service plan to 
effectively serve the local, regional, and statewide markets.  Such a 
plan would optimize the service levels to meet these various 
markets, again as is done in the European and Japanese markets. 

Please also note that a grade-separated, four-track system with train 
control, as proposed for the Caltrain Corridor and addressed in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS, would allow for HST, express, and local 
trains to operate efficiently using all four tracks, with high levels of 
service for each of the train rider markets.  Given this, more than 
four tracks along the peninsula are not anticipated, except at the 
San Jose and San Francisco stations.  The Authority expects to work 
with Caltrain further but finds, based on preliminary analysis, that 
shared tracks are expected to be feasible in this area.  

L025-6 
As noted in Response to Comment L025-5, the Preferred Alternative 
includes a fully grade-separated, four-track system with train control 
along the Caltrain Corridor.  The San Jose station and San Francisco 
Transbay Transit Center would involve more than four tracks and 
platforms for service to Caltrain and the HST trains.  Four tracks and 
four platforms are currently included at the Redwood City or Palo 
Alto and the Millbrae stations, and this configuration is currently 
included in the land acquisition cost estimates.  Pedestrian access to 
these station platforms would be grade separated, which is also 
included in the cost estimates.   

L025-7 
The cost estimates for the Caltrain segment of the HST system are 
found in Appendix 4A page 4-A-1.  Typical sections for the Caltrain 

Corridor are found in Appendix 2-E.  The cost estimate for the 
Caltrain segment of the railroad is at a conceptual level, and many of 
the items listed in the comment would be covered by contingency of 
25% of the total costs.  The project-level analysis of the Caltrain 
Corridor will provide a more detailed analysis of the cost elements.  
It is important to note that Caltrain is also developing separate cost 
estimates for its corridor electrification.  A careful examination of the 
cost elements of the two projects will lead to a more detailed and 
comprehensive understanding of the separate cost elements of the 
HST project. 

L025-8 
Discussion of the impacts identified in the letter is provided below.  
Please note that the Authority and FRA did review avoidance 
alternatives to the extent possible in the development of the 
conceptual alignments and station location options.  Please also refer 
to Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L025-9 
An electric locomotive or trainset’s noise level would be less at 
120 miles per hour than the typical diesel locomotive and would not 
require additional sound mitigation beyond what is already in place 
for the existing Caltrain service. 

The provision of noise walls along the Caltrain Corridor is deemed by 
the Authority and FRA as a “low” visual impact given that these walls 
would not only mitigate noise from the system but also remove 
views of the train tracks.  Please also see discussion of the trench 
option in Response to Comment L025-25. 

L025-10 
It is recognized that the implementation of quiet zones would serve 
to reduce the amount of train horn noise along the peninsula; 
however, it would not completely remove the use of train horns at 
at-grade crossings.  Even with quiet zones, the engineers retain the 
right to use the horn if they see a potential hazard on the tracks 
(e.g., pedestrian, vehicle, animal).  In addition, the grade-crossing 
protection devices still emit sound from warning bells.  This noise will 
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not be eliminated with the quiet zone.  Finally, the establishment of 
new quiet zones is subject to local political processes, dependent on 
grade-crossing improvements, and not reasonably foreseeable for 
this program-level analysis.  The HST system will need to be 
completely grade separated on the peninsula corridor, eliminating 
both the train horn noise and the bell noise from the grade-crossing 
protection devices.   

L025-11 
It is recognized that the plans for Caltrain’s electrification are well 
under way.  The further progress of the Caltrain electrification 
project will be taken into account in future project-level 
environmental reviews for the HST project in this corridor.  

L025-12 
As noted in Response to Comments L025-10 and L025-11, quiet 
zones and electrification are not included in the No-build for the 
reason that it is not appropriate to include them at this time.   

L025-13 
The Authority anticipates working with the various communities on 
the design of noise walls proposed within their jurisdictions.  Please 
also see discussion of the trench option in Response to Comment 
L025-25. 

Comment acknowledged.  A trench alternative would reduce the 
visual impacts of the catenary as mentioned in Response to 
Comment L025-9, and the noise impacts would not be significant. 

L025-14 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the attractive residential visual 
setting in the Town of Atherton. 

The HST project assumes an overhead electrification system as does 
the Caltrain electrification program.  The Authority and FRA note that 
noise walls would reduce the visual impacts associated with the 
overhead electrification system. 

L025-15 
A third rail electric propulsion technology would be incompatible with 
the planned electrification of the Caltrain system.  As noted in 
Response to Comment L025-11, the Caltrain electrification is well 
under way.  It would be expensive and redundant to have two 
separate power-distribution systems. 

L025-16 
Please see Response to Comment L025-24.  A more detailed review 
of the impacts on local vegetation, including loss of mature and 
heritage tress and associated effects along the Caltrain Corridor will 
be performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of 
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, 
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed. 

L025-17 
Please see Response to Comment L025-5 regarding shared Caltrain 
tracks.  The Authority and FRA understand their obligation to 
mitigate environmental impacts and compensate property owners as 
required under federal and state laws and regulations. 

L025-18 
As noted in Section 3.12, the study area for identifying historic 
resources for the Program EIR/EIS was identified to be 100 ft on 
either side of the centerline for routes along existing highways and 
railroads, where very little additional right-of-way would be needed.  
A study area for cultural resources at this program level of analysis 
was developed based on review of the records searches from the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
Information Centers, as well as the cultural resource specialists’ 
knowledge and experience in regional history and prehistory.  It is 
important to note that the study area was specifically designed to aid 
in the program-level analysis, which provides a general comparison 
of the alternatives without new identification surveys.  The Tier 2 
project-level environmental analysis will include surveys within a 
defined APE to further identify eligible historic resources, such as the 
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Atherton train station, in proximity to proposed HST system 
features.   

The Atherton Caltrain Shelter is not a designated state or federal 
historic, and new determinations of eligibility for sites/resources 
adjacent to or near alignments were not part of the scope of this 
program-level EIR/EIS.  Consistent with the methodology, the 
Authority and FRA made use of existing state and federal 
designations for both the cultural and the 4(f)/6(f) analyses.  

As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, Burlingame and Menlo Park 
Caltrain stations are designated state sites, and both are on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as are the San Carlos and 
Millbrae Caltrain stations.  The Millbrae station was moved 200 ft 
south in 1980 to accommodate the widening of Millbrae Avenue, 
2 years after it was designated a federal landmark. 

L025-19 
As noted in Response to Comment L025-18, the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis will include surveys to further identify eligible 
historic resources, such as the Holbrook-Palmer Park.   

The conceptual plan/profiles in the Draft Program EIR/EIS show the 
alignment through Atherton as "retained fill."  The preliminary 
engineering and project-level review will refine the alignment and 
profile.  For instance, the design of road/rail grade separations will 
be analyzed and determined during this phase. 

Retained fill does not mean that the height of the fill will by 
definition be significant.  In some locations in Atherton, the elevation 
of the rails is a few feet higher than the existing land.  Please note 
that a constrained four- track right of way can be accommodated in 
a 50-ft cross section.  Also see response S008-5.  The right-of-way 
through Atherton is generally the same width, with some wider 
portions, as is the right of way in Redwood City, which is currently 
four-tracked. 

To accommodate the addition of two tracks in Atherton, for instance, 
it is possible that a 2–3 ft retaining wall may be sufficient along the 
side of the tracks in some locations to keep added fill from falling 

outside the existing right-of-way.  Moreover, it appears that the 
grade at the existing Atherton Caltrain station could accommodate 
four tracks without additional fill, which would not cause a significant 
visual impact at the station.  This preliminary plan/profile formed the 
basis for the visual assessment in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The poles and wires associated with the electrification would also not 
pose a significant visual impact.  If any, the visual impact would be 
no more than "low," because the poles and wires of electrification 
would reinforce the linear form of the railway corridor. 

The screening effect of the trees along the right-of-way in Atherton 
limits the visual impact of activity along the Caltrain line, including 
Holbrook-Palmer Park.  Based on a preliminary review, no trees need 
to be removed to add two tracks to the existing line.  Any trimming 
would be minimal and limited to branches protruding over the tracks, 
not perpendicular to the tracks, and therefore would not affect the 
screening effect of the trees. 

Visual impacts could occur at locations where road/rail grade 
separations are planned, depending on the type of separation 
planned.  This level of detail will be analyzed in the subsequent 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L025-20 
Once the project design has advanced to the appropriate level, the 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis will analyze the project’s 
potential impacts, such as grade separations, on historic resources 
and provide more detailed design review and mitigation measures to 
avoid or minimize such impacts. 

Mitigation can and will include alignment shifts to miss resources to 
the extent feasible and practicable.  Please also see discussion of the 
trench option in Response to Comment L025-25.  The Authority and 
FRA understand that the grade separations may affect 4(f) 
resources, and the potential effects on (use of) these resources will 
be reviewed at the project level as part of the detailed 4(f) finding. 
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L025-21 
The potential impacts on public facilities near or adjacent to the 
proposed corridor will be examined in further detail during the 
project-level environmental analysis.   

L025-22 
Comment acknowledged.   

L025-23 
The Authority reviewed avoidance alternatives (including East Bay 
alternatives) to the extent feasible in the development of the 
conceptual alignments and station location options.  Please see 
Response to Comment L014-2. 

L025-24 
The Authority and FRA find that the reasons for rejecting the I-280 
and US 101 are still valid.  The Caltrain Corridor offers more benefits 
and a lower level of impacts than these other alternative, as 
described in Appendix A.  Please note that a connection to the 
Diridon station would need to be made from the south and then 
travel to the west to gain access to the I-280 corridor, thus requiring 
a guideway to pass though developed portions of downtown San 
Jose. 

The Authority and FRA also note that Caltrain is an established rail 
corridor serving population centers along the peninsula, and this 
corridor offers the opportunity for complementary local, commuter, 
and statewide rail services to be fully integrated.  The Caltrain JPB 
views the HST system as an opportunity to upgrade its services and 
improve this rail corridor. Please see Comment Letter L026. 

L025-25 
As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS, the 
Authority and FRA will review the costs and benefits of detailed 

design options and variations along the entire selected alignment 
alternative, and this would include the Caltrain Corridor if the 
Preferred Alternative is selected.  This review will include an 
evaluation of aerial, trench, or tunnel options for those portions of 
the alignment where insufficient right-or-way exists or where a 
change in profile could cost-effectively reduce impacts on adjoining 
land uses. 

Subject to further more detailed study, use of a trench through 
Atherton and Menlo Park or other portions of the Preferred 
Alternative alignment, if it is selected, may prove to be a cost-
effective approach and will therefore be evaluated during the next 
phase of the HST project.  The Authority and FRA are aware of the 
various design and construction techniques that can be applied for 
development of a trench. 

L025-26 
The Authority and FRA find that the Draft Program EIR/EIS has 
adequately addressed the potential impacts along all of the 
alignment alternatives and station location options evaluated in the 
document.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS would avoid significant impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible, as discussed and described in Chapter 8.  The Authority and 
FRA will specify in their decision-making documents on this Program 
EIR/EIS, and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
the mitigation strategies required to be included in future project-
level analyses for the development of the HST system.  The EPA and 
USACE concurred that the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San 
Francisco and San Jose Termini, would most likely yield the LEDPA.   

L025-27 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to meet with the Town of 
Atherton.   
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Comment Letter L026 (Michael J. Scanlon, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L026 (Michael J. Scanlon, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, October 25, 2007) 

L026-1 
As recommended by this letter from the Caltrain JPB, the TA, and 
SamTrans, the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIS/EIR is the Pacheco Pass Alternative using the Caltrain Corridor.  
The reasons provided in this letter were among the reasons for its 
identification as preferred.  The existing rail right-of-way, the 
proposed Caltrain Corridor electrification, and the opportunity for 
shared use of the corridor to provide complementary and integrated 
local, commuter, and statewide rail service options were critical 
reasons for identification of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Memorandum of Understanding between Caltrain and the 
Authority provides a framework for future coordination during the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
phase of the HST project. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L026-2 
The Diesel Dumbarton service would not be compatible with the 
EMU and HST operations on the Caltrain Corridor because of the 
inferior acceleration and deceleration capabilities of the diesel-hauled 
trainsets.  Given the high density of the train operations (number of 
trains running on the corridor per hour) on the Caltrain Corridor, a 
diesel-hauled train set could have adverse impacts on train 
schedules and reliability.   

While a refurbished Dumbarton Bridge could perhaps handle mixed 
traffic of high-speed and conventional trainsets, there are major 
limiting factors to using the existing or refurbished swing bridges.  
The use of a swing bridge over a navigable waterway would result in 
delays for the HST service because the bridge would have to be 
opened for passing boat traffic.  See also Response to Comment 
O007-22. 

L026-3 
Please see Response to Comment L026-1. 

L026-4 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
Caltrain JPB, the TA, and SamTrans on the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L027 (Wendie Rooney, City of Gilroy, Community Development Department, October 24, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L027 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L027 (Wendie Rooney, City of Gilroy, Community Development Department, October 24, 2007) 

L027-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from the City of Gilroy and appreciate the 
opportunity to use the Gilroy City facilities for a public hearing on 
this document.   

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Alignment, which is consistent with the City of 
Gilroy’s staff recommendation.  The Authority anticipates future 
coordination with the City of Gilroy during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase, which will 
provide the opportunity to work cooperatively for a project that is 
mutually beneficial to the HST project and the City of Gilroy. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L027-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate and welcome the City of Gilroy’s 
input into the ultimate location for an HST station in Gilroy.  The 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
process will allow for a more detailed review of alignment and 
station location design options.  The Authority and FRA look forward 
to reviewing these options with the City of Gilroy during this phase 
of the HST project and appreciate the City of Gilroy’s initiation of 
related studies and plans. 

L027-3 
Comment acknowledged.  These concerns will be addressed as part 
of future project-level analysis. 

As assumed in the comment, project-specific analyses of circulation, 
traffic, and parking would be conducted in the project-level EIS/EIR 
for the Gilroy station area, access roads, and other facilities that 
might be affected by the proposed HST station. These analyses will 

address the elements of the traffic impact analysis suggested in the 
comment. 

L027-4 
Comment acknowledged.  These issues will be addressed in the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L027-5 
Comment acknowledged.  These issues will be addressed at the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L027-6 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the City 
of Gilroy on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information.
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Comment Letter L028 (Dorothy W. Dugger, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L028 (Dorothy W. Dugger, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October 25, 2007) 

L028-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from the BART District.  Good intermodal 
connections between HST and other transit systems such as BART 
are an important component of the proposed HST system. 

L028-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that BART should have the flexibility to 
use HST bond funds in a manner that best serves the needs of 
BART. 

The current state bond measure (SB 1856) states that funds to be 
allocated to: 

eligible recipients for capital improvements to intercity and 
commuter rail lines and urban rail systems…shall be used for 
connectivity with the high-speed train system or for 
rehabilitation or modernization of, or safety improvements to, 
track utilized for public passenger rail service, signals, 
structures, facilities, and rolling stock.  (SB 1856, Section 
2704.095).    

This section also states that: 

The California Transportation Commission shall allocate the 
available funds to eligible recipients consistent with this 
section and shall develop guidelines to implement the 
requirements of this section. 

L028-3 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
BART District on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact 
information. 




